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TABLE 2-4 

Proposed Action Activities Analyzed Programmatically – Cibola Region a 

Yuma Proving Ground 

Identifier Proposed Activities 
b
 Potential Principal Impacts 

c, d
 

C034-b Install hard power to Graze Range. Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (10,123 ft2).  
Construction related air emissions 
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power.  

C037 Install hard power to 40-ft drop tower. Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (3,444 ft2).  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power. 

C040 Install hard power to the Cibola Region 
North Range. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (3.59 ac).  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power. 

C042-a Install relocatable instrumentation sites 
along all JERC I roads. Instrumentation 
sites would be moved to accommodate 
specific testing requirements. Each 20-ft 
instrumentation trailer requires a staging 
area with a 20-ft radius. 

Soil and vegetation disturbance (less than 0.5 ac per site).  

C042-b Install relocatable instrumentation sites 
along all JERC II roads. Instrumentation 
sites would be moved to accommodate 
specific testing requirements. Each 20-ft 
instrumentation trailer requires a staging 
area with a 20-ft radius. 

Soil and vegetation disturbance (less than 0.5 ac per site). 

C042-c Install relocatable instrumentation sites 
along all JERC III roads. Instrumentation 
sites would be moved to accommodate 
specific testing requirements. Each 20-ft 
instrumentation trailer requires a staging 
area with a 20-ft radius. 

Soil and vegetation disturbance (less than 0.5 ac per site). 

C045 Construct MFFS Forward Staging Area.  Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance (50 ac).  
Increased impervious area. 

C048 Install hard power to Detection and 
Recognition Target Array (DET/REC) 
target in the Cibola Range. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (163,310 ft2).  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power. 

C050-b Install hard power, water, sewer, and 
communication service at Simulated 
Minefield Site.  

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (5,619 ft2). 
Construction-related emissions.  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power. 

C060 Create LTA to support operational testing 
and dismounted maneuver training at 
TOW Town. 

Vegetation and soil disturbance from dismounted 
maneuvers and bivouacs (29,010 ac). 

C064 Create LTA to support operational testing 
and dismounted maneuver training at 
Yuma Wash. 

Vegetation and soil disturbance from dismounted 
maneuvers and bivouacs (9,907 ac). 

a  The project originally proposed as C028 has been removed from direct analysis in this document. Due to a time 
critical need for implementation, this activity was analyzed through a separate and specific NEPA document. This 
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TABLE 2-4 

Proposed Action Activities Analyzed Programmatically – Cibola Region a 

Yuma Proving Ground 

Identifier Proposed Activities 
b
 Potential Principal Impacts 

c, d
 

activity is considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts in this document. 
b  Work proposed within existing buildings is not shown on maps because there would be no environmental impacts.  
c  Measurements are approximate.  
d  Measures to eliminate or reduce potential impacts are discussed in text under each resource, as appropriate. 
Note: Some project identifiers in maps represent unrelated activities that are grouped due to geographical proximity. 
Those that include a letter with the identifier are considered independent activities. Graphic representation on maps 
may be larger or smaller than the project area.  

 

TABLE 2-5 

Proposed Action Activities Analyzed in Detail – Kofa Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Identifier Proposed Activities Potential Impacts 
a, b

 

K001 Construct a 1,640-ft radius DZ for 
personnel and cargo drops in southern 
portion of East Arm. 

Activity-related soil and vegetation disturbance at site 
(194 ac).  

K002 Construct 1,250-ft radius DZ for 
personnel and cargo drops northeast of 
East Smart Weapons Test Range 
(SWTR) Impact Area. 

Activity-related soil and vegetation disturbance at site 
(113 ac) and associated utility lines (0.37 ac). 

K003 Expand munitions impact area from north 
boundary of Echo and Foxtrot to north 
boundary of contaminated area 
(Advanced Munitions Range).  

Long-term soil and vegetation disturbance from inert and 
explosive munitions impact (24,309 ac). 

K004-a Construct aircraft shelter, multiple 
buildings, water tank, POL storage area, 
and graded parking area, and clear a 
launch/recovery area at SWTR. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
site (aircraft shelter 52,500 ft2, command and control 
building 2,000 ft2, office building 600 ft2, maintenance 
building 900 ft2, 30,000-gallon water tank 1,000 ft2, POL 
storage area 900 ft2, graded parking area 7,500 ft2, and 
UAS launch/recovery area - vegetation clearing of 162 
ac and adding 282,600 ft2 of ABC in center of area).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area.  

K006 Install launch/recovery systems and a 
GCS trailer at Tower 48. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance 
(1,200 ft2).  

K007-a Construct runway west of S-15 
Command and Control Shelter 
K007-b: Install hard power/fiber and 
communication service west of S-15 
Command and Control Shelter. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
site (runway 302,800 ft2) and along utility lines (7,658 
ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area.  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions 
from replacement of generators with hard power. 

K008 Expand munitions impact area to 
encompass area between Impact Areas 
Delta and Echo. 

Long-term soil and vegetation disturbance from inert and 
explosive munitions impact (4,467 ac). 

K009 Install fiber and permanent Improved 
Vehicle Tracking System (IVTS) and 
telemetry relays at Windy Hill. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
site and associated utility lines (3,950 ft2).  
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TABLE 2-5 

Proposed Action Activities Analyzed in Detail – Kofa Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Identifier Proposed Activities Potential Impacts 
a, b

 

K010 Expand munitions impact area north of 
North Boundary Road between GP 21A 
and Impact Area Alpha (Advanced 
Munitions Range).  

Long-term soil and vegetation disturbance (980 ac) from 
inert and explosive munitions impact. 

K011 Renovate site and construct new control 
room and firing chamber at GP 5. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance 
(1,500 ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 

K012-a Construct two permanent reinforced 
concrete buildings to house personnel, 
equipment, and ammunition, and new 
access road at GP 18. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance 
(7,190 ft2)  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 

K013 Construct permanent reinforced concrete 
building and additional building to house 
weapons at GP 21.  

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance 
(buildings 3,600 ft2 each).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 

K014 Construct ISR/EO Ground Truth 
Reference Sites at: 
K014-a: (32.846, -114.336) 
K014-b: (32.967, -114.239) 
K014-c: (32.932, -114.151) 
K014-d: (32.822, -114.196) 
K014-e: (32.990, -113.955) 
K014-f: (32.930, -113.926) 
K014-g: (32.836, -114.016) 
K014-h: (32.867, -113.922) 
K014-i: (32.841, -113.866) 
K014-j: (32.986, -113.812) 
K014-k: (32.904, -113.791) 
K014-l: (32.020, -113.758) 
K014-m: (32.957, -113.666) 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance 
(each: 2,500 ft2). 

K015 Construct permanent building at GP 21A. Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
previously disturbed site (3,600 ft2). 
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 

K016 Construct permanent building at GP 17A. Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
previously disturbed site (3,000 ft2). 
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 

K017 Construct permanent building at GP on 
Growl Road in southeast corner of Echo 
Munitions Impact Area. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
previously disturbed site (3,000 ft2). 
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 

K018 Construct permanent reinforced concrete 
building at GP Splinter. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance 
(3,000 ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 

K019 Construct permanent reinforced concrete 
building at GP 19.1.  

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance 
(3,000 ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 
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TABLE 2-5 

Proposed Action Activities Analyzed in Detail – Kofa Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Identifier Proposed Activities Potential Impacts 
a, b

 

K020 Construct permanent reinforced concrete 
building at GP 11.1. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance. 
(3,000 ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area. 

K024 K024-a: Construct aerial cable drop site 
for drop testing in mountains south of 
Pole Line Road. Activity includes two 
cables suspended between mountain 
peaks, winches and pulleys for each 
cable, 328-ft target area. 
K024-b: Construct an approximately 0.6-
mile access trail to the target area in 
mountains south of Pole Line Road. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance (2 
cable sites [each 11,065 ft2], target area [87,855 ft2], and 
access trail [0.75 ac]).  

K026 Expand LTA to support operational 
testing and dismounted maneuver 
training at SWTR. 

Vegetation and soil disturbance from dismounted 
maneuvers and bivouacs (8,840 ac). Note, additional 
NEPA analysis would be required for any new bivouac 
areas. The detailed analysis only addresses dismounted 
maneuvers, 

K030 Construct runway, taxiway, aircraft 
shelter, command and control room, 
simulator training room, classroom, 
maintenance area, POL storage area, 
graded area for parking, concrete or 
asphalt pad, clear area for GCSs, and 
clear area for UAS launch/recovery at 
East Arm. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
site (and taxiway 3,400,000, aircraft shelter 12,000 ft2, 
command and control room 2,000 ft2, simulator training 
room 1,600 ft2, classroom 2,000 ft2, maintenance area 
2,000 ft2, POL storage area 900 ft2, graded area for 
parking 7,500 ft2, pad 250,000 ft2, clear area for GCSs 
30,000 ft2 and clear area for UAS launch/recovery 30,000 
ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Increased impervious area.  

K031 Construct lagoon for Kofa Sewage 
Lagoon Expansion. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
site (sewage lagoon 146,545 ft2). 
Construction-related emissions. 

a  Measurements are approximate.  
b  Measures to eliminate or reduce potential impacts are discussed in text under each resource, as appropriate. 
Note: Some project identifiers in maps represent unrelated activities that are grouped due to geographical 
proximity. Those that include a letter with the identifier are considered independent activities. Graphic 
representation on maps may be larger or smaller than the project area.  

 

TABLE 2-6 

Proposed Action Activities Analyzed Programmatically – Kofa Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Identifier Proposed Activities Potential Principal Impacts 
a, b

 

K004-b Install hard power/fiber and 
communication service at SWTR. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (3,883 ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power. 

K005 Install hard power/fiber and 
communication service at Tower L. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (450 ft2).  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power. 
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TABLE 2-6 

Proposed Action Activities Analyzed Programmatically – Kofa Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Identifier Proposed Activities Potential Principal Impacts 
a, b

 

K007-b Install hard power/fiber and 
communication service west of S-15 
Command and Control Shelter. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (7,658 ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power. 

K009 Install fiber and permanent Improved 
Vehicle Tracking System (IVTS) and 
telemetry relays at Windy Hill. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at site 
and associated utility lines (3,950 ft2).  

K012-b Install hard power and communication 
services at GP 18. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines (530 ft2).  
Construction-related emissions.  

K021 Create LTA to support operational 
training and dismounted maneuver 
training at East Arm. 

Vegetation and soil disturbance from dismounted 
maneuvers and bivouacs (28,233 ac). 

K023 Install hard power and communication 
services to Hazard Classification 
Deflagration test area. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance along 
utility lines 11,230 ft2).  
Long-term reduction in fossil fuel use and air emissions from 
replacement of generators with hard power.  
Construction-related emissions.  

K025 K025-a: Construct East Kofa Operations 
Center, including a small building 
complex, water well, septic system, 
perimeter fencing, vehicle maintenance 
area, storage areas, tactical vehicle 
wash rack, and 40-ton crane.  
K025-b: Install hard power and, 
communication service at East Kofa 
Operations Center. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance (10 ac) 
and 1,370 ft2 for utilities. 

K027 Create LTA to support operational testing 
and dismounted maneuver training at 
Tower 71. 

Vegetation and soil disturbance from dismounted 
maneuvers and bivouacs (3,446 ac). 

K028 Create LTA to support operational testing 
and dismounted maneuver training at 
SCAM Flats. 

Vegetation and soil disturbance from dismounted 
maneuvers and bivouacs (12,660 ac). 

K029 Extend water line from Countermine Test 
and Training Range to Bldg 3970 and 
Bldg 3971. Install fire suppression 
system in Bldg 3971.  

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance (33,010 
ft2). 

a  Measurements are approximate.  
b  Measures to eliminate or reduce potential impacts are discussed in text under each resource, as appropriate. 
Note: Some project identifiers in maps represent unrelated activities that are grouped due to geographical proximity. 
Those that include a letter with the identifier are considered independent activities. Graphic representation on maps 
may be larger or smaller than the project area.  
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Appendix	2.	Memorandum	of	Understanding	between	U.S.	Department	of	
Interior	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	Kofa	and	Imperial	National	Wildlife	Refuges,	
Bureau	of	Land	Management,	and	Department	of	Army	Yuma	Proving	Ground.	
 

























   
 

 

 

 United States Department of the Interior 
 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
Arizona Ecological Services Office 

2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103 
Phoenix, Arizona 85021-4951 

Telephone:  (602) 242-0210 Fax:  (602) 242-2513 

 

 
In Reply Refer to:         
AESO/SE 
02EAAZ00-2014-F-0161  
 

September 9, 2014 
 

Mr. Gordon Rogers 
Garrison Manager 
Department of the Army 
U.S. Army Installation Management Command 
Headquarters, United States Army Garrison, Yuma 
Yuma, Arizona 85365-9498 
 
RE: Formal Section 7 Consultation on Activities and Operations at the United States Army 

Garrison Yuma Proving Ground, Yuma and La Paz Counties, Arizona  
  
Dear Mr. Rogers: 
 
This letter is in response to your March 25, 2014, request for formal consultation for Activities and 
Operations at the United States Army Garrison Yuma Proving Ground (YPG), Yuma and La Paz 
Counties, Arizona.  Your request was received by us on March 25, 2014, and was made pursuant to 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).  At issue 
are the impacts to Sonoran pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis).  YPG is located within the 
nonessential experimental population (or 10(j)) range of the Sonoran pronghorn, and therefore, for section 
7 consultation purposes, the population of Sonoran pronghorn on YPG is treated as a species proposed to 
be listed.  YPG is adjacent to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), where Sonoran pronghorn are 
treated as a threatened species for section 7 purposes.  Accordingly, you specifically requested formal 
consultation for effects to Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR from the proposed action, as well as our 
concurrence with your determination that the proposed action will not jeopardize the continued existence 
of Sonoran pronghorn1.  
                                                 
1 From USFWS 2011 (Final rule for the establishment of a nonessential experimental population of Sonoran Pronghorn in 
southwestern Arizona): When nonessential experimental populations (NEP) are located outside a NWR or National Park 
Service unit, for the purposes of section 7 we treat the population as proposed for listing and only two provisions of section 7 
apply—section 7(a)(1) and section 7(a)(4).  In these instances, NEPs provide additional flexibility because Federal agencies are 
not required to consult with us under section 7(a)(2). Section 7(a)(4) requires Federal agencies to confer (rather than consult) 
with the USFWS on actions that are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a species proposed to be listed.  The results 
of a conference are in the form of conservation recommendations that are optional as the agencies carry out, fund, or authorize 
activities.  Because the nonessential experimental population is, by definition, not essential to the continued existence of the 
species then the effects of proposed actions on the NEP will generally not rise to the level of jeopardizing the continued 
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This biological opinion is based on the project proposal, literature, telephone conversations, field 
investigations, and other sources of information.  Literature cited in this biological opinion is not a 
complete bibliography of all literature available on the Sonoran pronghorn, effects of military activities 
and operations on this species, or on other subjects considered in this opinion.  A complete administrative 
record of this consultation is on file at this office. 

 
CONSULTATION HISTORY 

 
• November, 2013:   You contacted us to inform us of your proposed action and to discuss potential 

effects to Sonoran pronghorn.  
 

• January 6, 2014:  We had a conference call with you and Kofa NWR to discuss the proposed action 
and its potential effects to Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR.   

 
• March 25, 2014:  We received your request for formal consultation. 

 
• November 2013 to April 2014:  Our office regularly corresponded regarding the proposed action.  
 
• May 19, 2014:  We sent you the draft biological opinion.  

 
• June 11, 2014:  You sent us your comments on the draft biological opinion.  

 
• June 12, 2014:  We sent you a revised draft biological opinion with changes made based on your June, 

11, 2014 comments and a subsequent conversation with you.  
 

• June 23 to August 27, 2014:  Our offices and Kofa NWR had a number of communications regarding 
the firing of munitions over Kofa NWR.   

 
• August 21, 2014:  You sent us your final comments on the draft biological opinion, including 

comments clarifying the issue regarding firing over Kofa NWR.  
 
 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION 
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION   
 
A complete description of the proposed action is found in your March 2014 Biological Evaluation (BE) 
for Continued Operations at YPG and August 2013 Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
(DPEIS) to assess the potential impacts associated with current and future military activities and 
operations at YPG.  The proposed action includes current and future military activities and operations at 
YPG that will or are likely to occur over the next 10 to 20 years, including military testing and training 
activities, current and future construction and demolition, as well as continued operations and 
maintenance of the range and facilities, including roads, utilities, and other infrastructure.  Much of the 
proposed action has no effect on Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR, primarily due to the distance of the 
                                                                                                                                                                            
existence of the species.  As a result, a formal conference will likely never be required for Sonoran pronghorn established 
within the nonessential experimental population area.  Nonetheless, some agencies voluntarily confer with the Service on 
actions that may affect a proposed species. 



Mr. Gordon Rogers                                                                                                                                     3 
 
activities from Kofa NWR.  Therefore, these activities will not be described in this section or analyzed in 
the effects of the action section.  The activities of concern for this consultation include those that occur on 
the Kofa range of YPG (see range descriptions below) (Figure 1), due to the proximity of the Kofa range 
to Kofa NWR where Sonoran pronghorn are treated as a threatened species for section 7 purposes.  The 
primary activities of concern, which will be described in this section and analyzed in the effects of the 
action section, include air operations over the Kofa range and NWR; air delivery; firing and impact of 
munitions; munitions demolition; use and expansion of light training areas; and maintenance of range 
infrastructure.     
 
YPG covers over 838,000 acres located in Yuma and La Paz Counties in the southwest corner of Arizona 
about 25 miles north of the city of Yuma.  The Kofa NWR is nested within the “U” shape of the YPG 
borders.  YPG is divided into three regions: Cibola, Laguna, and Kofa (Figure 1).  The ranges within the 
three regions are used for: 
 

• Testing and evaluation of weapons, ammunition, explosive ordnance, and related items; 
• Air cargo delivery, testing of precision guided and non-precision guided cargo and personnel 

parachute systems, airdrop certification of equipment and ammunition, certification of aircraft for 
airdrop operations, external transportability testing, and general Soldier systems testing; 

• Development and performance testing of aircraft armament components and systems; 
• Testing of computers, software, communications (wireless and wired), networks, data, sensors 

(radar, electro-optical, infrared, laser, seismic, acoustic, biometrics, hyperspectral, signal 
detection, etc.), and sensor platforms (aerostats, airships, aircraft, vehicles, towers, etc.);  

• Use of Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS) includes the Ground Control Station (GCS), UAS, 
launch/recovery systems, and other ancillary equipment. UAS testing includes rotary wing, fixed 
wing, high altitude long endurance, medium altitude long endurance, high speed jet, and 
transitional vertical take-off and landing airships;  

• Combat and automotive systems testing including the testing and evaluation of wheeled and 
tracked vehicles, direct fire programs, combat vehicle weapons systems and related munitions, 
target acquisition systems, vehicle components, communication systems, and related items 
including fire control systems, fuels, lubricants, and other automotive chemical products;  

• Counter Improvised Explosive Devices (IED) Testing which involves the use of large complexes 
of buildings, roads, bridges and overpasses, and other infrastructure that replicate typical urban 
settings and overseas combat areas.  Much of this activity revolves around electronic warfare; and  

• Training and operational testing where troops use various weapons, munitions, vehicles, aircraft, 
and systems under tactical conditions and includes both vehicle-mounted training and dismounted 
training. 

 
In addition to ongoing activities, which are described in greater detail below, Table 2.5 of the BE includes 
an entire list of 31 new activities (and their corresponding reference number) that occur on the Kofa 
range.  Of these, there are four new activities that may affect Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR due their 
proximity to the refuge; these are included in the following table and described in greater detail below 
(and analyzed in the effects of the action section).  Additionally, their location (using the reference 
number) is depicted on Figures 2a and 2b in the Tables and Figures section below.   
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EXCERPT FROM TABLE 2-5 OF THE BE.  FOUR ACTIVITIES (OF 31) THAT MAY AFFECT SONORAN 
PRONGHORN ON KOFA NWR DUE TO THEIR PROXIMITY TO KOFA NWR.  
Proposed Action Activities Analyzed in Detail – Kofa Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 
Identifier Proposed Activities Potential Impacts a, b 

K002 Construct 1,250-ft radius dropzone for 
personnel and cargo drops northeast of 
East Smart Weapons Test Range 
(SWTR) Impact Area. 

Activity-related soil and vegetation disturbance at site 
(113 ac) and associated utility lines (0.37 ac). 

K003 Expand munitions impact area from 
north boundary of Echo and Foxtrot to 
north boundary of contaminated area 
(Advanced Munitions Range).  

Long-term soil and vegetation disturbance from inert 
and explosive munitions impact (24,309 ac). 

K004-a Construct aircraft shelter, multiple 
buildings, water tank, POL storage area, 
and graded parking area, and clear a 
launch/recovery area at SWTR. 

Construction-related soil and vegetation disturbance at 
site (aircraft shelter 52,500 ft2, command and control 
building 2,000 ft2, office building 600 ft2, maintenance 
building 900 ft2, 30,000-gallon water tank 1,000 ft2, 
POL storage area 900 ft2, graded parking area 7,500 ft2, 
and UAS launch/recovery area - vegetation clearing of 
162 ac and adding 282,600 ft2 of ABC in center of area).  
Construction-related emissions. Increased impervious 
area.  

K026 Expand light maneuver training area to 
support operational testing and 
dismounted maneuver training at SWTR. 

Vegetation and soil disturbance from dismounted 
maneuvers and bivouacs (8,840 ac). Note, additional 
NEPA analysis would be required for any new bivouac 
areas. The detailed analysis only addresses dismounted 
maneuvers. 

a  Measurements are approximate.  
b  Measures to eliminate or reduce potential impacts are discussed in text under each resource, as appropriate. 
Note: Some project identifiers in maps represent unrelated activities that are grouped due to geographical 
proximity. Those that include a letter with the identifier are considered independent activities. Graphic 
representation on maps may be larger or smaller than the project area.  

 
Military Testing and Training  
 
Aerial operations 
Airspace and flights 
There is restricted military airspace over most of YPG and Kofa NWR (Figure 3).  The majority of YPG 
restricted airspace is used for test missions; however, the U.S. Department of Justice operates a Special 
Use Airspace (R-2309), which restricts military mission access as well as commercial use.  Outside of the 
Department of Justice Special Use Airspace, the restricted airspace on YPG is prioritized for testing and 
training conducted at the installation.  YPG restricted airspace allows testing of UASs and weapons 
systems, such as mortars and rockets.  Secondary priority for use of this restricted airspace is for other 
military users.  This airspace is also occasionally used for other non-testing and training purposes such as 
aerial surveys for wildlife, reconnaissance, or transportation of people or equipment.  Aircraft used in 
YPG airspace includes a variety of fixed wing aircraft from small UAS to large cargo planes used for air 
delivery.  Helicopters are typically active in R-2306A and R-2306B, which are several miles from 
Sonoran pronghorn habitat, although as explained below, helicopters may occasionally be used in areas 
where pronghorn occur or may occur.  Aircraft do not hover in one area over the refuge, but pass by, 
which reduces disturbance to wildlife.   
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YPG conducts flights over the refuge daily within airspace R-2307, R-2308A, R-2308B, and R-2308C 
(Figure 3). Airspace R-2308A is primarily over the Kofa NWR and covers all of the King Valley area 
within the refuge.  The lower limit of this airspace is 1,500 feet above ground level (AGL); however, the 
YPG Operational Noise Management Plan (ONMP) identifies Kofa NWR as an area where pilots are 
recommended to remain at least 2,000 feet AGL.  That said, flights this low are extremely rare and almost 
all of the military use of this airspace occurs between 8,000 and 32,000 feet AGL.  Military use of 
helicopters is very rare within R-2308A (the primary airspace over Kofa NWR), but may occasionally 
occur. 
 
Airspace R-2307 covers the YPG Kofa Firing Range and the southern portion of the Kofa NWR and 
ranges from surface to unlimited altitude.  Fixed wing flights very rarely occur at low levels; however, 
helicopters may occasionally fly at low levels in R-2307.  Helicopters will be used to locate people on 
Kofa NWR (primarily in R-2307) where large portions of an SDZ overlap the refuge (see details in the 
Munitions section below).    
  
Aerial delivery  
Aerial delivery includes air cargo delivery, testing of precision guided and non-precision guided cargo 
and personnel parachute systems, airdrop certification of equipment and ammunition, certification of 
aircraft for airdrop operations, external transportability testing, and general soldier systems testing.  Aerial 
delivery is only conducted in drop zones (DZ).  Restricted airspace over the DZs is controlled by YPG.  
Testing consists of airdrops of personnel, equipment, and ammunition.  Most airdrop testing and training 
is done during the day, with occasional night operations.   
 
Drop Zones are equipped with instrumentation necessary for tracking dropped loads from the aircraft to 
the ground.  Instrumentation such as radars or optical sensors, some of which may be truck mounted or 
hard mounted, is placed outside the DZs for safety purposes but can be placed near the Kofa NWR 
boundary.  Once cargo or personnel have landed they are picked up by vehicles driving across the DZ, 
sometimes cross country.  The type of vehicle used to recover loads varies greatly depending on the size 
of cargo dropped and can range from small utility vehicles to large heavy hauling trucks.  There are 
currently no DZs in or near Sonoran pronghorn habitat near Kofa NWR; however, a new DZ is proposed 
for construction in the King Valley near Kofa NWR (identifier K002, Figure 2a and 2b).   See more 
information about the proposed DZ below under the section on Facilities Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance.   
 
Ground-based operations 
Munitions  
All munitions firing and ordnance deliveries occur on YPG and not within Kofa NWR.  The impact area 
boundary within potential pronghorn habitat is located approximately one kilometer south of the Kofa 
NWR boundary (Figure 2a and 2b).  Rounds are fired from established gun positions that are either 
permanent or temporary and there are numerous gun positions across YPG, including within the impact 
areas.  
 
YPG carefully plans each shot on the range with consideration of the gun position from which ordnance is 
fired to the target or impact area.  Test directors take into account the capabilities and past performance of 
the ordnance and blast radius to develop a SDZ (also called a safety fan) in which the munitions could 
inadvertently land.  Range control coordinates these firing programs to ensure that the SDZs remain on 
YPG or within previously established buffer zones on Kofa NWR.  The algorithm used to establish the 
dimensions for the SDZ uses a 1/1,000,000 probability of munitions landing outside the fan.  Currently 
between about 940,000 to 1,620,000 rounds, including small arms, are fired annually on YPG.  The 
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number of artillery rounds is between, 210,000 and 420,000 rounds per year depending on the demand for 
testing.   
 
A letter dated December 3, 1958, from the Secretary of the Interior granted permission to YPG to use 
171,000 ac of Kofa NWR as an artillery fire buffer zone.  This buffer zone allows munitions to be fired 
over, but not into Kofa NWR.  Instances of munitions landing outside the SDZ or safety fan or on the 
refuge are extremely rare; however, there have been past incidents of munitions being fired over Kofa 
NWR and landing on the refuge.  To provide safety to people and natural resources, use of this buffer area 
will be in accordance with stipulations provided by the 1958 permission letter.  Any firing program that 
involves SDZs on or munitions fired over Kofa NWR will require extensive coordination with the refuge. 
YPG will verify there are no people in the portion of an SDZ extending into the Kofa NWR primarily by 
visual or electronic means.  Helicopters, however, will be used to locate people only where large portions 
of an SDZ overlap Kofa NWR (primarily in R-2307). 
 
In the rare event that munitions fall onto Kofa NWR, YPG will coordinate with the refuge to remediate 
the impacts as soon as possible.  Additionally, YPG will ensure impacts to Sonoran pronghorn are 
avoided to the extent possible.  Due to the locations of the targets and gun positions as well as safety 
planning for firing programs, it is highly unlikely that pronghorn would be directly injured or killed by 
munitions. 
 
Each round fired on YPG is carefully tracked and if ordnance lands outside the authorized area, including 
Kofa NWR, it is removed or destroyed.  YPG also recovers or destroys unexploded ordnance that fall 
outside of authorized areas or that may pose a threat to people on the range.  Also, some munitions testing 
require that each piece of ordnance be recovered for further testing.  Field crews may use trucks, all-
terrain vehicles, or heavy equipment to access and remove ordnance.  If an item is too dangerous to move, 
it may be detonated in place. 
 
In addition to ongoing munitions testing, the proposed action includes expanding the munitions impact 
area from the northern boundary of existing impact areas Echo and Foxtrot to the northern boundary of 
the Ramsdell Ranch impact area and the area previously contaminated by unexploded ordnance (identifier 
K003; Figure 2a and 2b), which is about one kilometer south of the Kofa NWR southern boundary.  
Expanding the available munitions impact area will not result in increased frequency of munitions firing; 
however, it will result in additional impacted areas on YPG.  In other words, munitions firing is 
dependent on the demand for testing, not on the area available for testing.  Targets may be placed within 
the expanded impact area and some tests may require that ordnance be recovered for further testing.  Also 
some tests require temporary gun positions or temporary observation points be established inside the 
impact area. 
 
Noise from munitions fired on YPG can be heard off the installation, but the intensity of the sound 
decreases with distance.  The noise contour figures from the Installation ONMP indicate that the portion 
of Kofa NWR that is suitable habitat for Sonoran Pronghorn (i.e. King Valley) is located outside the 57-
63 C-Weighted Day-Night Level (CDNL) contour (Figure 4).  This means that the magnitude of sound 
experienced by any pronghorn on the refuge would be less than 57 decibels (dB) for most actual 
explosions within the impact area on YPG.  For comparison, normal conversation between two people 
three feet apart is approximately 60-65 dB.  Explosions from munitions testing and training on YPG in the 
Castle Dome Mountains along the western and southern boundary of Kofa NWR would be audible to 
pronghorn in portions of the area they occupy.  Because munitions testing and training is relatively 
constant in this area, the noise from these events may be perceived by Sonoran pronghorn as part of the 
background noise. 
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Munitions testing can occasionally result in wildfire occurring on the Kofa range, and in rare instances, on 
Kofa NWR.  Most fires on YPG are very small and isolated due to the sparse nature of fuels in this 
region.  From 2003 to present, there were an estimated 26 fire starts on YPG and a total of 3,170 acres 
burned on YPG.  Of that total, 3,000 acres was from one event, the King Valley Fire in September 2005.  
The King Valley Fire, ignited due to munitions impact on YPG, is the only major documented fire 
originating on YPG in over 70 years of military testing and training activities.  In addition to burning 
3,000 acres on YPG, it burned 26,000 acres on Kofa NWR for a total of about 29,000 acres.  The King 
Valley Fire was carried by dry annual plants left from the wet winter, in particular, dried Indian wheat 
(Plantago insularis) and Mediterranean grass (Schismus barbatus), along with other species.  Cured 
herbaceous vegetation carried the fire over the terraces between the ephemeral washes and also along the 
washes where it provided ladder fuels to the denser woody vegetation.  Although this type of fire is very 
rare, YPG has adopted more effective communication protocols in responding to fires in effort to reduce 
the spread of such wildfires. 
 
Light Training Area 
Light maneuver training areas (LTAs) are for dismounted training with vehicle use restricted to existing 
improved roads and both maintained and unmaintained unimproved roads.  Only incidental off-road 
vehicle operation related to troop or equipment drop-off or pick-up occurs.  Training is conducted in 
designated areas in all three regions of YPG, including the Kofa region.  In most areas, training is limited 
to company-level (approximately 120 troops) or smaller units. 
 
Training activities in LTAs may include bivouacs, which are located near roads to provide ease of access 
for troops and portable toilets.  However, no new bivouac areas are proposed in the expanded portion of 
the LTA.  Any new proposed bivouac areas would require additional environmental compliance.  During 
bivouacs, no digging or other ground intrusive activities occur and typically previously disturbed areas are 
selected.  Trailer-mounted 60-kilowatt generators may be used during training.   
 
Part of the proposed action includes expansion of an LTA (identifier K026) to support operational testing 
and dismounted maneuver training at Smart Weapons Test Range (SWTR).  Expanding the LTA will 
result in impacts to vegetation on YPG from human activity and staging of equipment.   
 
Electronic Warfare/Communication/Sensor Testing 
YPG conducts testing for a variety of electronic systems including radars, Counter-IED systems, 
communications devices, and optical sensors.  Testing of these items usually involves personnel carrying 
devices across a test area, or vehicles equipped with the devices driving along an established road to 
specific test areas.  Sometimes temporary antennas may be erected as part of a test.  In some tests, a 
person or vehicle will serve as a target for detection by test devices.  This type of testing is likely to occur 
anywhere on YPG and results very little ground disturbance.  
 
Observation Points  
Observation points are used to observe various types of testing on YPG.  These points are scattered 
throughout YPG and are subject to routine access by people and vehicles.  Some observation points may 
include minor structures for housing observers and/or equipment.  The closest mapped observation point 
to the southern boundary of Kofa NWR is 3.4 kilometers to the south; however, observations of testing 
may be made from anywhere on YPG.   
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Facilities and Roads Construction, Operation, and Maintenance  
 
The proposed action includes expansion of the existing 110,000 acres of impact areas on the Kofa range 
by 24,309 acres.  Much of this expansion will occur in the King Valley region which is contiguous with 
Sonoran pronghorn habitat on the Kofa NWR.  The purpose of expansion of these impact areas is to add 
flexibility for target locations and reduce scheduling conflicts between firing programs.  Expansion is also 
intended to minimize the likelihood that any munitions land outside of an impact area.   
 
The proposed action also includes construction of a 1,250-ft radius drop zone (DZ) for personnel and 
cargo drops northeast of East Smart Weapons Test Range (SWTR) Impact Area (identifier K002; Figures 
2a and 2b).  Development of this site will include construction of utility lines and testing instrumentation 
to track dropped loads.  The new site will be impacted by vehicles traveling across the DZ to recover 
dropped items or personnel.  See the aerial delivery section above for information on use of DZs.   
 
Also proposed are construction of an aircraft shelter, multiple buildings, a water tank, storage area for 
petroleum products, and graded parking area, as well as clearing of a launch/recovery area at SWTR 
(identifier K004-a, Figure 2a and 2b).  These activities will occur in an area where current human activity 
is high and will not be in immediate proximity to the water tank used by pronghorn on YPG.  Although 
the exact location of the construction is not known, they may be within a few kilometers of the southern 
boundary of Kofa NWR.   
 
Maintenance of range infrastructure such as observation points, utilities, and roads occurs throughout 
YPG.  Observation point maintenance activities are implemented as the need is identified; however, the 
closest mapped observation point to the southern boundary of Kofa NWR is 3.4 kilometers.  Routine 
maintenance and replacement of existing utility systems (fiber optics, power, water, etc.) is conducted on 
YPG.  Some of these utilities reach within a kilometer of Kofa NWR in Sonoran pronghorn habitat.  
Unless placed within an existing utility corridor, any new utility line route would require additional 
environmental compliance.  Routine road maintenance on the Kofa range is conducted as the need is 
identified.  The closest this maintenance occurs to Sonoran pronghorn habitat on the Kofa NWR is about 
700 meters.  Construction of any new roads would require additional environmental compliance.  
Maintenance of infrastructure may involve different types of vehicles and equipment accessing the 
various sites. 
 
Conservation Measures 
 
YPG will implement the following conservation measures for Sonoran pronghorn:   

 
1. Implement the 2014 Final Incident Response Protocol for Sonoran Pronghorn, which includes: a) 

notifying USFWS and other appropriate parties as outlined in the protocol as soon as possible if 
Sonoran pronghorn are observed on YPG that are injured, sick or dead; and b) coordinating range 
access for USFWS and AZGFD as appropriate for capture of sick or injured pronghorn, as well as 
recovery of dead individuals if necessary.  Coordination will involve adherence to range safety 
and security procedures. 

2. Avoid placing activities in proximity to artificial water sources (suitable for Sonoran pronghorn) 
to the extent that such action is consistent with the military mission.  

3. YPG will adhere to the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Kofa NWR, 
Imperial NWR, Bureau of Land Management, and YPG which provides procedures and guidance 
for cooperation and collaboration on wildland fire issues.  This includes notifying interagency 
dispatch of any wildfire on YPG lands.  
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Additionally, in the event future actions on YPG have the potential to affect Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa 
NWR, YPG will consult with the USFWS as appropriate. 

 
STATUS OF THE SPECIES - SONORAN PRONGHORN 
 
A.  Legal Status 
 
The Sonoran subspecies of pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis) was first described by 
Goldman (1945) and is the smallest of the four subspecies of pronghorn (Nowak and Paradiso 1983, 
Brown and Ockenfels 2007).  The subspecies was listed throughout its range as endangered on March 11, 
1967 (32 FR 4001) under the Endangered Species Preservation Act of October 15, 1966 without critical 
habitat.  Four sub-populations of the Sonoran pronghorn are extant: 1) a U.S. sub-population in 
southwestern Arizona on Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR), Organ Pipe Cactus National 
Monument (OPCNM), Bureau of Land Management (BLM) – Ajo Block, and Barry M. Goldwater Range 
(BMGR) (endangered population), 2) a sub-population in southwestern Arizona on Kofa NWR, YPG, and 
surrounding areas (nonessential experimental 10(j) population) (established in 2013), 3) a sub-population 
in the Pinacate Region of northwestern Sonora, and 4) a sub-population on the Gulf of California west 
and north of Caborca, Sonora.  The four sub-populations are predominantly geographically isolated due to 
barriers such as roads and fences.   
 
The 1982 Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1982) was revised in 1998 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998).  The recovery criteria presented in the revised plan entailed the 
establishment of a population of 300 adult pronghorn in one self-sustaining population for a minimum of 
five years, as well as the establishment of at least one other self-sustaining population in the U.S. to 
reclassify the subspecies to threatened.  Actions identified as necessary to achieve these goals include the 
following:  1) enhance present sub-populations of pronghorn by providing supplemental forage and/or 
water; 2) determine habitat needs and protect present range; 3) investigate and address potential barriers 
to expansion of presently used range and investigate, evaluate, and prioritize present and potential future 
reintroduction sites within historical range; 4) establish and monitor a new, separate herd(s) to guard 
against catastrophes decimating the core population, and investigate captive breeding; 5) continue 
monitoring sub-populations and maintain a protocol for a repeatable and comparable survey technique; 
and 6) examine additional specimen evidence available to assist in verification of taxonomic status.  In 
2001 a supplement and amendment to the 1998 Final Revised Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan was 
prepared (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001). We concluded that data do not yet exist to support 
establishing delisting criteria.  Tasks necessary to accomplish reclassification to threatened status (as 
outlined in the 1998 plan) should provide the information necessary to determine if and when delisting 
will be possible and what the criteria should be. 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team (Team) are 
currently revising the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan.  The revised plan will address Sonoran 
pronghorn populations both in Mexico and the U.S. and will be finalized in 2015. 
 
B.  Life History and Habitat 
 
Sonoran pronghorn inhabit one of the hottest and driest portions of the Sonoran Desert.  They forage on a 
large variety of perennial and annual plant species (Hughes and Smith 1990, Hervert et al. 1997b, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service 1998). During drought years, Hughes and Smith (1990) reported cacti were the 
major dietary component (44 percent).  Consumption of cacti, especially chain fruit cholla  
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(Cylindropuntia fulgida, Pinkava 1999), provides a source of water during hot, dry conditions (Hervert et 
al. 1997b).  Other important plant species in the diet of the pronghorn include pigweed (Amaranthus 
palmeri), ragweed (Ambrosia sp.), locoweed (Astragalus sp.), brome (Bromus sp.), and snakeweed 
(Gutierrezia sarothrae) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998).  Pronghorn will move in response to 
spatial limitations in forage availability (Hervert et al. 1997a).  Water intake from forage is not adequate 
to meet minimum water requirements (Fox et al. 2000), hence pronghorn need and readily use both 
natural and artificial water sources (Morgart et al. 2005). 
 
Sonoran pronghorn rut during July-September, and does have been observed with newborn fawns from 
February through May.  Parturition corresponds with annual spring forage abundance.  Within the 
endangered Arizona pronghorn range, fawning may occur throughout the range.  Does usually have twins, 
and fawns suckle for about two months.  Does gather with fawns, and fawns sometimes form nursery 
groups (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998).  Sonoran pronghorn form small herds of up to 21 animals 
(Wright and deVos 1986).     
 
Telemetry locations of 35 Sonoran pronghorn within the endangered Arizona range demonstrated that 
during 1995-2002, pronghorn used creosote/bursage and palo verde/mixed cactus vegetation associations 
less than expected or equal to availability.  Pronghorn use of palo verde/chain fruit cholla associations and 
desert washes occurred more than expected.   However, during the cool and wet winter on 1997-1998, 
pronghorn (also in the Arizona endangered range) were found in creosote/bursage associations more than 
expected (Hervert et al. 2005).  In contrast, during 1983-1991, pronghorn used creosote/bursage and palo 
verde mixed cacti associations more than expected (deVos and Miller 2005).  Differences between these 
study results may be due in part to differences in precipitation and forage patterns between these periods.  
The earlier period was wetter with greater forage availability in flats and valleys where creosote/bursage 
associations predominate.  In the endangered Arizona pronghorn range, in wet winters and early spring 
pronghorn are often found in flats and valleys, such as Pinta Sands, the Mohawk Dunes west of the 
Mohawk Mountains, and the west side of the Aguila Mountains.  In late spring and summer, pronghorn 
then move from the flats and valleys upslope into bajadas and often south or southeast where palo verde 
associations, chain fruit cholla, and washes are more common.  Movements are most likely motivated by 
the need for thermal cover provided by leguminous trees and water available in succulent chain fruit 
cholla (Hervert et al. 1997b).  Home range size of Sonoran pronghorn in the endangered Arizona range 
during 1995-2002 ranged from 16.6 to 1,109 mi2, with an average of 197 + 257 mi2 (Hervert et al. 2005). 
 
From 1995-2002, adult mortality rates varied from 11-83%.  Adults were killed by coyotes, bobcats, 
mountain lions, capturing efforts, drought, and unknown causes (Bright and Hervert 2005).  However, 
during 1983-1991, apparently a more favorable period for pronghorn during which the population grew 
significantly, mean annual survival of females and males was 96% + 0.04 and 92% + 0.04 (deVos and 
Miller 2005).  Disease may affect mortality, but has not been thoroughly investigated (Bright and Hervert 
2005).  Hervert et al. (2000) found that the number of fawns surviving until the first summer rains was 
significantly correlated to the amount of preceding winter rainfall, and negatively correlated to the 
number of days without rain between the last winter rain and the first summer rain.  Drought may be a 
major factor in the survival of adults and fawns (Bright and Hervert 2005).  Three radio-collared 
pronghorn died in July and August of 2002 with no obvious cause of death.  Given that 2002 was one of 
the driest years on record, the proximate causes of these mortalities were likely heat stress and/or 
malnutrition resulting from inadequate forage conditions due to drought.   
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C.  Distribution and Abundance 

 
United States  
 
Endangered Wild Population 
 
Historically, the Sonoran pronghorn ranged in the U.S. from approximately the Santa Cruz River in the 
east, to the Gila Bend and Kofa Mountains to the north, and to Imperial Valley, California, to the west 
(Mearns 1907, Nelson 1925, Monson 1968, Wright and deVos 1986, Paradiso and Nowak 1971; Figure 
5).  Bright et al. (2001) defined the present U.S. range of the Sonoran pronghorn as bordered by Interstate 
8 to the north, the International Border to the south, the Copper and Cabeza mountains to the west, and 
SR 85 to the east (see Figure 6).  This area encompasses 2,508 mi2 (Bright et al. 2001). 
 
While Mearns (1907) suggested that pronghorn may have been common in some areas in the late 1800s, 
evidence suggests that the sub-population declined dramatically in the early 20th century.  Sub-population 
estimates for Arizona, which only began in 1925, have never shown the pronghorn to be abundant (Table 
1).  Repeatable, systematic surveys were not conducted in Arizona until 1992.  Since 1992, Sonoran 
pronghorn in the United States have been surveyed biennially (Bright et al. 1999, 2001) using aerial line 
transects (Johnson et al. 1991).  Sub-population estimates from these transects have been derived using 
three different estimators (Table 2).  Table 2 presents observation data from transects and compares 
estimates derived from the different population models from 1992 through 2006, plus other estimates 
2008 to 2012.  The sightability model population estimates from 1992 to 2000 showed a 45 percent 
decrease in sub-population size (Table 2).  The estimates indicate a steady decline in sub-population size, 
with the exception of the 1994 survey.  The 1994 estimate may be somewhat inflated due to 
inconsistencies in survey timing (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998, Bright et al. 2001).   
 
High fawn mortality in 1995 and 1996 and the death of half (8 of 16) of the adult, radio-collared 
pronghorn during the 13 months preceding the December 1996 survey corresponded to five consecutive 
six-month seasons of below normal precipitation (summer 1994 through summer 1996) throughout most 
of the Sonoran pronghorn range, which likely contributed, in part, to observed mortality (Bright et al. 
2001, Hervert et al. 1997b).  Mortality of Sonoran pronghorn in 2002 was exceptionally high (Bright and 
Hervert 2005).  At the start of the year, seven radio-collared Sonoran pronghorn were at large in the U.S. 
sub-population.  By December 2002, all but one of these had died.  For most, drought stress was 
considered to be the proximate cause.  For those animals that may have succumbed to predation, it was 
suspected that drought stress was again a factor, by making the animal more vulnerable to predation, due 
to an emaciated physical condition and being forced into predator habitats by drought.  The 2002 drought 
was one of the driest on record.  As an example, annual rainfall at the OPCNM visitor center was only 
2.54 inches in 2002 (Tim Tibbitts, Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, personal communication 
2002); average annual rainfall for the visitor center is 9.2 inches (Brown 1982).  The 
November/December 2002 population survey revealed the U.S. sub-population had declined to the lowest 
level ever recorded.  A total of 18 pronghorn were observed, in three groups (8, 9, and 1).  The 
sightability model resulted in a population estimate of 21 animals, or a 79% decline from 2000.  Also, 
very few fawns survived in 2002 to replace these dying adults.     
 
Although drought was likely the proximate cause of the dramatic decline of the U.S. endangered sub-
population in 2002, anthropogenic factors almost certainly contributed to or exacerbated the effects of the 
drought.  Historically, pronghorn likely moved to wetted areas and foraged along the Río Sonoyta, 
Sonora, and the Gila and probably Colorado rivers during drought.  These areas are no longer accessible 
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to the U.S. population due to fences, Interstate 8, Mexico Highway 2, and other barriers.  The rate of 
decline in the U.S. sub-population from 2000-2002 (79 percent) was also much greater than that observed 
in either the sub-population southeast of Highway 8 (18 percent decline) or the El Pinacate sub-population 
(26 percent) during the same period (see discussion of Mexican sub-populations in the next section).  
Observations of forage availability suggest the El Pinacate sub-population experienced the same severe 
drought that occurred on the Arizona side (T. Tibbitts, J. Morgart, personal communication 2003).  Yet 
that sub-population fared much better than its U.S. counterpart.  The high level of human activities and 
disturbance on the U.S. side, particularly in regard to cross-border violator (CBV) traffic, smugglers, and 
required law enforcement response, as compared to what occurs in the El Pinacate area, was a likely 
contributing factor in the differing rates of decline observed north and south of the border.   
 
The December 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, and 2012 aerial surveys resulted in an estimated 58, 58, 68, 85, 
and 159, respectively, pronghorn in the U.S. endangered population (Tables 1 and 2), a substantial 
increase brought on by the implementation of ongoing recovery measures and improved range conditions 
since 2002.  The 2006, 2008, and 2012 estimates included a number of captive-born individuals that were 
newly released into the wild (see below for more information on the captive breeding programs).  During 
the 2008 and 2010 surveys, observers noted a skewed sex ratio (approximately 2:1) with more males than 
females; this affects the rate at which the population may increase.   
 
Since 2002, when the Sonoran pronghorn population in Arizona declined to about 21 animals, recovery 
efforts of the Team and its partners have helped the wild population in Arizona increase nearly eight-fold.  
Key recovery actions include implementing captive breeding, waters, and supplement feeding programs, 
as well as operating forage enhancement plots.  Although the U.S. Sonoran pronghorn population has 
increased significantly, until the most recent survey of 2012, the increase was not as great as the Team 
had predicted given the adequate to favorable range conditions since 2002, as well as the previously 
mentioned recovery efforts.  Some members of the Team believe that this slow pronghorn population 
growth (caused by low fawn recruitment) is likely correlated with high CBV and U.S. Border Patrol 
(USBP) activity within the pronghorn range.  Strong evidence of this correlation has been seen during the 
biennial aerial surveys where, since 2000, off-road vehicle tracks have been seen progressively increasing 
in extent and density, throughout the endangered pronghorn’s U.S. range (electronic mail from Tim 
Tibbitts, Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument and member of the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team, 
September 21, 2009).  Between 2010 and 2012, the wild pronghorn population benefitted from better than 
average rainfall during 2011 and 2012 which resulted in a robust fawn crop of 78 fawns per 100 does 
during 2012.   
 
In addition to the endangered population described above, a wild population is currently being 
reestablished at the Kofa NWR as an experimental, nonessential population under section 10(j) of the Act 
(see more detailed information below). 
 
Semi-captive Breeding Facilities and 10(j) Wild Population  
 
As part of a comprehensive emergency recovery program, a total of 11 adult pronghorn (10 females and 
one male) were initially captured (from Sonora and Arizona) and placed into a semi-captive breeding pen 
at CPNWR in 2004.  The breeding program has been very successful and there are currently (as of 
January 2014) 61 pronghorn in the enclosure at CPNWR.  Since establishing the program, about 19 
pronghorn older than current year have died in the pen due to various causes, including one confirmed 
case of epizootic hemorrhagic disease, two from malnutrition prior to the introduction of alfalfa hay in the 
pen, two from bobcat predation, one from entanglement in the fence, and two from capture operations.  
Eight deaths were from unknown causes and although disease was suspected, it could not be confirmed.  
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Sonoran pronghorn have been released from the pen every year since 2006.  As of January 2014, about 
100 individuals have been released into the endangered population, many of which are known to still be 
alive.   
 
The objective is to produce at least 20 fawns each year to be released into the current U.S. population, and 
to establish additional U.S. populations at Kofa NWR and BMGR East, east of Highway 85.  The 
additional populations are being established as experimental, nonessential populations under section 10(j) 
of the Act.  A final Environmental Assessment and final 10(j) rule (USFWS 2011) were published in 
April and May, 2011, respectively.  See Figure 7 for a map of 10(j) Nonessential Experimental Population 
area for Sonoran pronghorn in southwestern Arizona.  In December 2011, 13 Sonoran pronghorn were 
moved from the CPNWR breeding pen to the newly built breeding pen in the King Valley on Kofa NWR.  
One of the animals died due to capture myopathy and one died of unknown causes, leaving 11 (9 does and 
2 bucks) in the pen for breeding purposes.  In December 2012, 11 additional pronghorn were moved to the 
Kofa NWR from the CPWNR breeding pen, including two replacement breeder does for the Kofa 
breeding pen and nine pronghorn (three does and six bucks) for release into the wild.  In September 2012, 
one adult doe was killed by a bobcat in the Kofa breeding pen.  In December 2013, 16 additional 
pronghorn were moved to the Kofa NWR from the CPNWR, all of which were for release into the wild 
(one doe, however, had to be moved back into the breeding pen).  As of February 2014, the Kofa pen 
contains 17 pronghorn.   
 
Sonoran pronghorn have now been released in the King Valley on Kofa NWR in January 2013 (nine 
animals) and January 2014 (24 animals, including 9 from the Kofa pen and 15 from the CPNWR pen).  Of 
the nine released in 2013, five are known to still be alive, one is unaccounted for.  Three of these (two 
does and a buck) have been documented using a water source on the Yuma Proving Ground; most 
recently, in January 2014, they were documented near the Neversweat Mountains in King Valley.  Two 
bucks released in 2013 were recaptured in the Kofa breeding pen because their collars prematurely failed 
and there was no way to track them.  One of them was re-released in 2014.  All 24 of the animals released 
in 2014 are still alive and nine wild-born fawns were documented in April.  Therefore, in total there 
should be 27 wild adult pronghorn and nine fawns in the 10(j) population, as of April 2014.       
 
Mexico 
Historically, Sonoran pronghorn ranged in Sonora from the Arizona border south to Hermosillo and Kino 
Bay, west to at least the Sierra del Rosario, and east to the area south of the Baboquivari Valley on the 
Tohono O’odham Nation (Nelson 1925, Carr 1974, Monson 1968).  The distribution in Baja California is 
less clear, but observations by Mearns (1907) indicate they occurred in the Colorado Desert west of the 
Colorado River, as well.  Sonoran pronghorn are currently extant in two sub-populations in Mexico, 
including: (1) Pinacate sub-population west of Highway 8 near the Pinacate Lava flow; and (2) north and 
west of Caborca and southeast of Highway 8.   
 
Sub-populations of Sonoran pronghorn in Sonora had not been thoroughly surveyed until the December 
2000 surveys (Bright et al. 2001), at which time 346 pronghorn were estimated to occur in Sonora.  
Although the 1993 estimate was approximate, survey results suggested a decline in the sub-populations of 
16 percent from 1993 to 2000 (Table 3).  Since 2000, the two Mexico sub-populations have been 
resurveyed biennially, with the exception of the winters of 2004/05 and 2005/06, when they were 
surveyed both years, and the winter of 2013/2014 when the Pinacate sub-population could not be 
surveyed.  In December 2002, a total (both El Pinacate and southeast of Highway 8) of 214 pronghorn in 
32 groups were seen for a tentative population estimate of 280, indicating further decline.  Only 19 
pronghorn were observed in the Pinacate area for an estimate of 25, which is a decline of 26% from the 
2000 estimate.  Surveys conducted in December 2004 and February 2005 demonstrated that the  
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population southeast of Highway 8 increased to 625 (439 observed), while the Pinacate population 
increased to 59 (30 observed) (684 total estimated, 469 total observed).  In 2004, several capture-related 
mortalities occurred in Sonora associated with efforts to capture pronghorn to stock the breeding pen in 
Arizona.  Since then, capture protocols were examined and improved.  In January 2006, surveys indicated 
that pronghorn numbers remained relatively steady with an estimated total of 634 (486 observed) 
individuals (combined for both populations).  Nine of these were captured, of which five were fitted with 
radio-collars and released and four were transferred to the semi-captive breeding facility in the U.S.   
 
In December 2007, surveys indicated pronghorn numbers declined with an estimated total of 404 (360 
observed) individuals combined for both populations (including 354 pronghorn [325 observed] in the area 
southeast of Mexico Highway 8 and 50 [35 observed] to the west of the highway).   Of these pronghorn, 
four pronghorn (three does and 1 buck) from the Pinacate Biosphere Reserve were captured and fitted 
with GPS radio collars.  The male was found dead during a subsequent telemetry flight; his death was 
likely capture-related as his temperature rose dangerously high during the collaring effort.  The decrease 
in Sonoran pronghorn population in Sonora from 2006 to 2007 is likely attributable, at least in part, to 
drought conditions in the pronghorn range in Mexico.  During the aerial surveys, observers noted many 
extremely dry areas and some areas where the vegetation appeared dead in the pronghorn range.  
Additionally, an increasing number of fences and mine expansion within the range of the southeastern 
pronghorn population may be adversely affecting this population.  In December 2009, surveys indicated 
pronghorn numbers increased somewhat with an estimated total of 482 (311 observed) individuals 
combined for both populations (including 381 pronghorn [258 observed] in the area southeast of Mexico 
Highway 8 and 101 [53 observed] to the west of the highway).  In December 2011, surveys indicated 
pronghorn numbers drastically decreased with an estimated total of 241 (197 observed) individuals 
combined for both populations (including 189 pronghorn [167 observed] in the area southeast of Mexico 
Highway 8 and 52 [30 observed] to the west of the highway).  In December 2013, surveys could not be 
conducted for the Sonoran pronghorn population west Mexico Highway 8 (Pinacate region) due to aircraft 
shortage; however, surveys of the population in the area southeast of Mexico Highway 8 indicated 
pronghorn numbers increased since 2011, with an estimated total of 434 (372 observed) (Table 3). 
 
D.  Threats 
 
Barriers that Limit Distribution and Movement 
Highways, fences, railroads, developed areas, and irrigation canals can block access to essential forage or 
water resources.  Brown and Ockenfels (2007) report that numerous railroads and highways bisect what 
was former contiguous pronghorn habitat, often dividing these rangelands into parcels too small to 
support, viable, long-term populations of pronghorn in Arizona.  Furthermore, they state railroads and 
paved highways are especially restrictive, as in addition to acting as intimidating barriers in their own 
right, they are often fenced on both sides of the right-of-way.   
 
Highways 2 and 8 in Sonora, and SR 85 between Gila Bend and Lukeville, Arizona support a 
considerable amount of fast-moving vehicular traffic, are fenced in some areas, and are likely a 
substantial barrier to Sonoran pronghorn (one pen-raised radio-collared male crossed SR 85 and Mexican 
Highway 2; however, this is considered highly unusual).  Interstate 8, the Wellton-Mohawk and Palomas 
Canals, agriculture, a railroad, and associated fences and human disturbance near the Gila River act as 
barriers for northward movement of pronghorn.   
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Canals have been the cause of six pronghorn deaths since 2008. Three pen-raised pronghorn 
drowned in the Palomas Canal in 2008, one pen-raised pronghorn drowned in the Wellton Canal in 2010, 
and two pen-raised pronghorn (part of the 10(j) population) died due to falling in the Wellton-Mohawk 
Canal in 2013 (specifically, one drowned and one died within days after being rescued from the canal).   
 
De-watering of reaches of the Río Sonoyta and lower Gila River has also caused significant loss of habitat 
and loss of access to water (Wright and deVos 1986).  Agricultural, urban, and commercial development 
at Sonoyta, Puerto Peñasco, and San Luis Río Colorado, Sonora; in the Mexicali Valley, Baja California; 
and at Ajo, Yuma, and along the Gila River, Arizona, have further removed habitat and created barriers to 
movement.   
 
Vehicular Collision with Sonoran Pronghorn 
Although vehicle collisions with Sonoran pronghorn are rare, it has been documented.  An adult male 
pronghorn was struck and killed by a vehicle near kilometer post 29 on Mexico Highway 8 in July of 
1996 (USFWS 2002).  National Park Service records include a Sonoran pronghorn found dead just east of 
SR 85 along Ajo Mountain Drive in 1972.  It was suspected to have been struck and killed by a vehicle 
(electronic mail from Tim Tibbitts, OPCNM, September 1, 2011).  In 2003/2004 John Hervert (AGFD) 
investigated a Sonoran pronghorn mortality found a few hundred feet from Interstate 8.  It had a broken 
leg, and so vehicle collision was suspected.  In 2013, a doe was found dead east of Tacna on private 
property; based on initial examination it appears she may have been hit by a vehicle along a high speed 
dirt road.  We are trying to open a USFWS investigation so that the animal can be sent to our forensics lab 
for further investigation.     
 
Human-caused Disturbance 
A variety of human activities occur throughout the range of the pronghorn that have the potential to 
disturb pronghorn or its habitat, including livestock grazing in the U.S. and Mexico; military activities; 
recreation; poaching and hunting; clearing of desert scrub and planting of buffelgrass (Pennisetum ciliare) 
in Sonora; gold mining southeast of Sonoyta, dewatering and development along the Gila River and Río 
Sonoyta; CBV activity across the international border and associated required law enforcement response; 
and roads, fences, canals, and other artificial barriers.  
 
Of the aforementioned human activities, in the U.S. range of the pronghorn, CBV activity and required 
law enforcement response is the most significant current source of disturbance to Sonoran pronghorn and 
its habitat.  As a result of increased presence of the USBP in more developed areas, CBV traffic has 
shifted into remote desert areas, such as CPNWR, OPCNM, and BMGR (Klein 2000).  In 2001, estimates 
of CBVs reached 1,000 per night in OPCNM alone (Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument 2001), and 
an estimated 150,000 people entered the monument illegally from Mexico (Milstead and Barns 2002).  
Apprehensions of CBVs in the USBP Tucson Sector-Ajo Station’s Area of Responsibility peaked to 
22,504 in 2006.  However, after construction of the border vehicle fences on OPCNM in 2006 and 
CPNWR in 2009, apprehensions declined to 17,385 in Fiscal Year 2011.  Illegal drive-throughs in 
particular declined after the construction of the fences.  Since the SBInet towers and infrastructure became 
operational in late 2010 in the Ajo Station’s Area of Responsibility, the number of apprehensions has 
increased.  This increase is believed to be attributable to increased CBV activity, as well as increased 
USBP effort, tactical infrastructure, and technology in the area which have improved USBP’s ability to 
detect and apprehend CBVs (personal communication with USBP, September 1, 2011). 
 
In fiscal year 2005, the Yuma Sector of the USBP apprehended record numbers of CBVs, and from 
October 1, 2005 to May 2006, 96,000 arrests were made, which was a 13% increase over the same time 
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period in 2005 (Gerstenzang 2006).  The Wellton Station of the Yuma USBP Sector made 2,080 
apprehensions in fiscal year 2005 and 3,339 apprehensions from October 2005 to February 2006 (personal 
communication with USBP, February 10, 2006).  USBP officials have indicated, however, that 
apprehensions in recent years have dramatically declined in the Yuma Sector, particularly in the western 
portions of the sector, due to USBP presence at Camp Grip, increased numbers of agents, and recently 
completed tactical infrastructure.   
 
Both CBV and USBP activities have resulted in increased human presence in and widespread degradation 
of Sonoran pronghorn habitat.  Much of the CBV traffic travels through the southern passes of the 
Growler Mountains that lead either through or by all of the forage enhancements and the captive rearing 
pen in the Child's Valley, with potential to impact these recovery projects and use of the area by 
pronghorn (personal communication with Curtis McCasland, CPNWR, 2007).   
 
There is anecdotal evidence that pronghorn are avoiding areas of high CBV traffic and law enforcement 
activities (personal communication with Curtis McCasland, CPNWR, 2007).  This may be especially true 
during periods of poor range conditions.  For example, according to Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) records, a drag road adjacent to the current Granite Forage Enhancement Plot (FEP) in the Wellton 
Station Area of Responsibility was created in 1996 and has been in use since before the FEP was 
installed.  However, at the time the FEP was being planned, this was only a two-track trail with little use 
(electronic mail communication with John Hervert, AGFD, October 3, 2012).  Wellton Station has 
confirmed that USBP use of this drag road has increased in recent years in response to an increase in 
illegal activities in the area.  In spring of 2009, AGFD reported that they believe that three does with 
fawns abandoned the Granite Forage Enhancement Plot (FEP) due to the high amount of USBP activity at 
the site (electronic mail from John Hervert, AGFD, September 16, 2009).  The does were later observed at 
OPCNM; however, the fawns died (electronic mail from John Hervert, AGFD, September 16, 2009).  
Instances such as these are more likely to occur during periods of poor range conditions and the impacts 
are likely exacerbated, regardless of the source of disturbance or impact on the pronghorn.  
 
The Camp Grip Forward Operating Base (FOB), located within the current range of the pronghorn, was 
established in 2005.  In 2011, USFWS completed an analysis of whether the Camp Grip FOB resulted in 
impacts on Sonoran pronghorn movement patterns.  USFWS analyzed available AGFD Sonoran 
pronghorn location data from radio-collared animals and results of this analysis were inconclusive as to 
whether Camp Grip had any impact on Sonoran pronghorn movement; however, documenting pronghorn 
movement can be difficult, particularly when only a very small portion of the wild population is radio-
collared.  These inconclusive results were also in part due to the many complex factors involving Sonoran 
pronghorn movement, including artificial feeding and watering of the animals across the species’ range.  
Initial data from radio-collared pronghorn locations appeared to indicate a potential reduction in use of 
areas in the vicinity of Camp Grip (electronic mail from Mark Sturm, OPCNM, August 31, 2011).  Data 
from 2012 have shown several occurrences of pronghorn in the vicinity of Camp Grip.  This may be due 
to the increased number of pen-reared pronghorn that have been released and that have been exposed on a 
more regular basis to human activity at the pens (electronic mail from Jim Atkinson, CPNWR, October 5, 
2012).  Data also indicate a northerly shift in habitat use since Ajo-1 SBInet implementation, which 
coincides with a documented increase in impacts.  This result is despite the presence of abundant and 
good habitat conditions in areas nearer the border during 2011. 
 
Another FOB, the Bates Well FOB, was exclusively occupied by USBP from 2005 to 2011.  During the 
operation of the FOB, no pronghorn were documented entering the Valley of the Ajo through the Bates 
Well pronghorn migration corridor.  The establishment of the FOB coincides with a drastic decline in 
pronghorn (attributable to drought and an increase in border activity); therefore, changes in use of Bates 
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Well area by pronghorn may be in part due to decreased population size, however the increased human 
presence at Bates Well, particularly during the fawning period, may have acted to prevent Sonoran 
pronghorn movements through the area and into the Valley of the Ajo.  Even as the pronghorn population 
increased, they continued to avoid the Bates Well migration corridor while the Bates Well FOB was still 
in operation.  Considering the sensitivity of pronghorn to human activity, it is likely that pronghorn 
avoided use of the area due to the high level of human activity currently associated with the site.  During 
2011, the USBP relocated the Bates Well FOB to a new site in the far western portion of the OPCNM 
along the ECDD at the CPNWR boundary.  The new FOB is centrally located within the southern 
Growler Valley, an area that pronghorn generally avoid during the summer months.  Since the Bates Well 
FOB was relocated, a holding pen for pronghorn releases was constructed near the site and in 2012 
released pronghorn moved from that location back into the Valley of the Ajo.   
 
While specific studies related to the physiological effects of disturbance on Sonoran pronghorn are 
extremely limited, some information regarding how these effects are manifest in other wildlife may be 
helpful in assessing the potential effects to pronghorn.  Physiological effects of noise on wildlife can 
include stresses to neural, endocrine, digestive, cardiovascular, and immune systems as well as 
reproductive function, causing changes such as increased blood pressure, available glucose, and blood 
levels of corticosteroids (Manci et al. 1988, Kaseloo and Tyson 2004, Keay et al. 2006).  However, 
available research evaluating physiological impacts of human stressors on wild animal populations also 
indicates that the responses of species are variable (Manci et al. 1988, Larkin 1996, Radle 1998, 
Krausman et al. 1998, Kaseloo and Tyson 2004, Stankowich 2008).  We believe that, given the 
information in the above studies, it is possible that Sonoran pronghorn could have a physiological stress 
response to disturbance without showing an overt behavioral response.  To have a population effect, 
behavioral and physiological responses to disturbance must ultimately affect survival and productivity, 
and to date, no research efforts have supported or refuted population level impacts on pronghorn from 
physiological stress.  At some point, increased energetic costs resulting from a stress-related increase in 
metabolic rate, reduced foraging efficiency due to interrupted feeding, and alarm and flight responses 
could jeopardize survival and productivity if the disturbance is stressful enough and chronic (Bright and 
Hervert 2005, deVos and Miller 2005). 
 
It has been well documented that human presence in wildlands can disturb animals, causing them to 
unnecessarily expend energy avoiding people, thereby potentially reducing reproductive success (e.g., 
Manville 1983, van Dyke et al. 1986, Goodrich & Berger 1994, Primm 1996; as cited by Kerley et al. 
2002) or increasing the likelihood of fatal encounters with humans (Kasworm & Manley 1990, Saberwal 
et al. 1994, Khramtsov 1995, Mattson et al. 1996; as cited by Kerley et al. 2002). Range abandonment has 
been documented in response to human disturbance (Jorgenson 1988), and investigators have shown that 
heart rate increases in wildlife in response to auditory or visual disturbance in the absence of overt 
behavioral changes (Thompson et al. 1968, Cherkovich and Tatoyan 1973, Moen et al. 1978).   
 
Studies of captive pronghorn, other than the Sonoran subspecies, have shown that they are sensitive to 
disturbance such as human presence and vehicular noise.  Human traffic, such as a person walking or 
running past pronghorn in an enclosed pen, a motorcycle driving past, a truck driving past, a truck 
blowing its horn while driving past, or a person entering a holding pen, caused an increased heart-rate 
response in American pronghorn in half-acre holding pens (Workman et al. 1992).  The highest heart rates 
occurred in female pronghorn in response to a person entering a holding pen, or a truck driving past while 
sounding the horn.  The lowest heart rates occurred when a motorcycle or truck was driven past their pen.  
Pronghorn were more sensitive to helicopters, particularly those flying at low levels or hovering, than 
fixed wing aircraft.  Luz and Smith (1976) observed pronghorn reactions to overhead helicopter flights 
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which suggested mild disturbance (muscle tensing and interruption of grazing) by helicopter noise levels 
at approximately 60 dBA and strong reaction (running) at approximately 77 dBA.   
 
Disturbances that cause pronghorn to startle and run would energetically have a more significant effect 
during times of drought.  Such energetic expenditures, particularly during times of stress, may lead to 
lower reproductive output and/or survival of individual animals (Geist 1971).  Landon et al. (2003) 
evaluated whether Sonoran pronghorn used areas, as defined by noise levels produced by military aircraft, 
in proportion to their availability on the BMGR.  Using 15% of the Arizona Sonoran pronghorn 
population, they studied pronghorn use of areas with varying sound pressure (ambient sound) levels and 
found that pronghorn did not use the areas with different ambient sound levels in proportion to their 
availability.  In general, they found that Sonoran pronghorn select areas with the lower noise levels and 
avoid areas with the higher noise levels; however, they did not consider habitat in their analysis.  Whether 
pronghorn avoid these areas because of the noise or because of some other human-related factor is 
unknown; however, the various potential factors (i.e. noise levels, human presence, reduced vegetation or 
cover, disturbance) are interrelated.  Hughes and Smith (1990) found that Sonoran pronghorn immediately 
ran 1,310- 1,650 feet from a vehicle, and that military low-level flights (less than 500 feet above the 
ground) over three pronghorn caused them to move about 330 feet from their original location.  
 
Krausman et al. (2001, 2004, 2005) examined effects of military aircraft and ground-based activities on 
Sonoran pronghorn at the North and South tactical ranges (TACs) on the BMGR and concluded that 
military activities, both ground-based and aerial, were associated with some changes in behavior (e.g., 
from standing to trotting or running, or bedded to standing).  In response to stimuli, on days without 
stimuli, pronghorn foraged more and bedded less than on days with stimuli; the opposite was true for 
fawns (Krausman et al. 2001).  Krausman et al. (2001) only considered a change in behavior to trotting or 
running in response to stimuli as biologically significant.  Eighty-seven (4.1%) of the 2,128 events with 
ground-based stimuli resulted in pronghorn changing their behavior to trotting or running; often moving > 
10 m (Krausman et al. 2004).  Pronghorn tend to exhibit a predator response to human activities, but can 
habituate to chronic human disturbance in some instances (Krausman et al. 2004).  The authors concluded 
that these changes were not likely to be detrimental to the animals; however, sightings of Sonoran 
pronghorn were biased towards disturbed habitats on the TACs and other areas of military activities, 
which also corresponded to areas of favorable ephemeral forage production (Krausman et al. 2005).  No 
specific conclusions could be drawn about effects of military activities on fawns during the Krausman et 
al. study, but the data suggests that fawns and their mothers may be more sensitive to anthropogenic 
stimuli than other pronghorn (Krausman et al. 2004).  In general, the study did not detect differences in 
the behavior of pronghorn with and without anthropogenic stimuli; however, Krausman et al. (2004) 
recommends that all ground stimuli and activities that alerts or startles females and their fawns should be 
terminated.  However, the long-term behavioral and physiological effects of military activities have not 
been quantified (Krausman et al. 2004).   
 
Staff at OPCNM (2013) documented that during their typical morning activity period (post-sunrise), 
pronghorn on OPCNM experienced some form of potential disturbance once every 4 hours 10 minutes. 
Actual disturbance responses took place once every 6 hours 15 minutes.  Potential disturbance events 
resulted in the pronghorn running, about once every 8 hours 20 minutes.  Helicopter overflights took 
place once every 6 hours 15 minutes; one out of four overflights resulted in pronghorn running, and one in 
four resulted in vigilance (standing, alert, watching disturbance source).  Vehicles approaching within one 
mile occurred once every 12 hours 30 minutes.  Half of these resulted in pronghorn running, but for the 
other half, the driver was contacted by radio and advised to drive slowly (<10 mph) past the observation 
area.  These observations only represent pronghorn and human activity in the first 3 hours after sunrise, in 
a specific area of OPCNM.  Types and intensities of activities likely vary through the 24-hour cycle, and 
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across the landscape.  These observations led to speculation that the levels of illegal border-related traffic 
in the area, and interdiction efforts, may have been sufficient to inhibit use of the area and 3-Jack Tank by 
Sonoran pronghorn. 
   
Habitat Disturbance 
A number of threats, including livestock grazing, mining, and off-road vehicle and pedestrian activity can 
alter or destroy Sonoran pronghorn habitat.  Livestock grazing has the potential to significantly alter 
pronghorn habitat and behavior (Leftwich and Simpson 1978, Kindschy et al. 1982, Yoakum et al. 1996).  
Overgrazing well into the 19th century by Spaniards and their descendants caused widespread habitat 
changes throughout much of the Sonoran Desert, particularly in more settled areas such as central Sonora, 
Mexico (Sheridan 2000).  The effects of cattle grazing are largely historical; cattle were removed from 
OPCNM, CPNWR, and the BMGR in 1979, 1983, and 1986, respectively (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1998, Rutman 1997).  In 2004, the BLM closed the Cameron Allotment on the borders of CPNWR and 
OPCNM, but grazing still occurs in the nearby Childs and Coyote Flat allotments near Ajo.  In Sonora, 
livestock grazing occurs at Pozo Nuevo and at Ejido Puerto Peñasco, but cattle typically stay close to feed 
and water except in seasons with abundant annual growth when cattle range widely in the Pinacate region. 
 
Mining occurred historically throughout much of the U.S. range of the pronghorn, but it is currently not a 
significant threat to Sonoran pronghorn in the U.S.  During recent pronghorn surveys in Mexico, 
increasing effects from gold mining activities were noted in habitats used by the sub-population located 
southeast of Highway 8. 
 
As discussed above, CBV activities and required USBP response have resulted in increased human 
presence in remote areas and widespread habitat degradation.  Prior to the completion of the vehicle 
fences on OPCNM and CPNWR (construction was started on these fences in late 2003 and 2007 and 
completed 2006 and 2009, respectively), CBVs frequently crossed the border in vehicles and created 
countless illegal routes, many of which were continuously used both by CBVs and responding USBP 
agents.  Subsequent to the construction of the vehicle fences on OPCNM and CPNWR, CBV vehicular 
traffic was significantly reduced (there are occasional breaches in the fence; however, this CBV vehicular 
activity represents a fraction of that prior to the presence of the fences).  NPS notes that CBV vehicle 
activity has decreased at OPCNM since about 2004 (electronic mail, Tim Tibbitts, OPCNM, 2009 and 
2011); however, the number of off-road tracks, and new unauthorized vehicle routes (UVR) in OPCNM 
continues to increase (electronic mail, Tim Tibbitts, OPCNM, September 1, 2011).  Decreased CBV 
vehicle traffic in pronghorn habitat as a result of the fences has alleviated the adverse effects of this traffic 
on pronghorn and their habitat.  USBP, however, continues to respond (by vehicle, horseback, foot, and 
aircraft) to ongoing CBV activity in these areas.  Frequently, this required response involves driving off 
of authorized roads which, when conducted in pronghorn habitat, results in significant degradation of 
pronghorn habitat and disturbance to pronghorn as discussed above.  For instance, all the valleys at 
CPNWR and OPCNM are now criss-crossed with a network of unauthorized vehicle routes and trails, 
even though those areas are designated as Wilderness.  A mapping effort conducted by CPNWR showed 
almost 8,000 miles of unauthorized routes as of 2008.  A mapping effort conducted by OPCNM 
documented the following number of miles on each land management unit from 2008 to 2010:  7876.2 on 
CPNWR, 1209.8 on OPCNM, and 240.9 on the BLM Ajo Block.  Unauthorized route creation continues 
to occur on all three of these important pronghorn areas.  The proliferation of unauthorized vehicle routes 
is a major impact on multiple resources, and provides an index of the level of human activity currently 
taking place in pronghorn habitat. 
 
A cooperative effort was completed recently by CBP, USFWS, NPS, and BLM to map and mark roads 
within the range of the Sonoran pronghorn to indicate those roads that are open for use by these agencies, 
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and roads that are closed to vehicle traffic.  It is hoped that this effort will reduce the use of unauthorized 
and the associated impacts to Sonoran pronghorn.  To date, it does not appear that the map is functioning 
as intended.   
 
Fire 
The winter and spring of 2004/2005 were very wet, resulting in some of the highest productivity of cool 
season annual plants in recent memory.  As these annual plants dried out, they created fuel for wildfire.  
In 2005, Mediterranean grass combined with high densities of the native wooly plantain (Plantago ovata) 
and other species created fuels adequate to carry fire.  Military training, such as strafing and bombing in 
the tactical ranges, as well as fires set by CBVs, provided the ignition sources.  Exact numbers are 
unknown; however, in 2005 roughly 7,500 acres of pronghorn habitat burned on the CPNWR (personal 
communication with Curtis McCasland, CPNWR, February 15, 2006) and more than 63,000 acres burned 
on the BMGR-East during that time.  Approximately 29,260 acres of pronghorn habitat burned as a result 
of these fires.   
    
Most Sonoran Desert trees, shrubs, and cacti are poorly adapted to fire (Brown and Minnich 1986, 
Schwalbe et al. 2000, Alford and Brock 2002).  If areas burn repeatedly, permanent changes are likely in 
the flora.  Even in the best scenario it is likely to be many years before trees once again provide thermal 
cover in wash communities and cholla recover to a point that they are useful forage plants for pronghorn.  
This said, from 2007 to 2010 pronghorn were attracted to the burned areas, which often supported better 
growth of annual plants and forbs than adjacent unburned areas.  However, in the long term and if these 
areas continue to burn, removal of thermal cover (trees) and chain fruit cholla, which they depend on in 
drought, would likely adversely affect pronghorn and probably limit the use of these areas to wetter and 
cooler periods and seasons.  
 
Drought and Climate Change 
As discussed, drought may be a major factor in the survival of adults and fawns (Bright and Hervert 
2005), and the major decline in 2002 was driven by drought.  Mean annual temperatures rose 1.8-3.6 0F in 
the American Southwest from 1970-2004, that trend is accelerating, and is predicted to continue through 
the 21st century and beyond (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007).  Most of the observed 
increases in globally averaged temperatures since the mid-20th century are very likely due to the observed 
increases in anthropogenic greenhouse gas concentrations (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
2007).  In the Sonoran Desert, anthropogenic climate change is causing warming trends in winter and 
spring, decreased frequency of freezing temperatures, lengthening of the freeze-free season, and increased 
minimum temperatures in winter, which will likely cause changes in vegetation communities (Weiss and 
Overpeck 2005).  These increases in temperature are predicted to be accompanied by a more arid climate 
in the Southwest (Seager et al. 2007, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007).  As a result, the 
Sonoran pronghorn is expected to be confronted with more frequent drought, which increases the 
importance of recovery actions, such as forage enhancement plots and water developments, which can 
offset the effects of drought.  Bright and Hervert (2005) indicated that periods of drought may force 
Sonoran pronghorn to use areas of available forage where predators may be more effective.  Thus, climate 
change and drought may also exacerbate the effects of predation on the Sonoran pronghorn population 
and management actions should be focused in areas where predation is likely to be less successful. 
 
Historically, pronghorn populations must have weathered severe droughts in the Sonoran Desert, 
including many that were more severe and longer term than what has occurred recently.  Given that 
pronghorn populations survived the droughts of the 1890s, 1950s, 1970s, and others before those, it is 
unreasonable to solely attribute declines in the U.S. pronghorn population to drought.  OPCNM (2001) 
concluded, “If (individual) recent dry years have had an impact on Sonoran pronghorn, it is most likely 
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because in recent decades Sonoran pronghorn have much more limited options for coping with even brief 
moderate drought.  Because of restrictions on their movements and range, and increasing human presence 
within their range, pronghorn are less able to employ their nomadic strategy in search of relief.  It is not 
that drought itself is an impact, but possibly that drought has become an impact, due to other factors 
confounding the species’ normal ecological strategy.”                                                                                                                                                      
 
Small Population Size and Random Changes in Demographics 
In populations of fewer than 100 pronghorn, population viability declines at an increasingly steep rate. To 
maintain genetic diversity over the long term, a population of at least 500 is desirable (Defenders of 
Wildlife 1998). At an estimated 21 pronghorn in 2002, the U.S. wild endangered population was critically 
endangered and likely experienced a substantial loss of genetic diversity resulting from the 2002 
bottleneck. At an estimated 159 pronghorn in 2013, the U.S. wild endangered population has dramatically 
increased but is still below desired numbers. At an estimated 25 pronghorn in 2002 and 52 pronghorn in 
2011, the Pinacate population is also well below desired numbers. At an estimated 434 pronghorn in 
2013, the third population (southeast of Highway 8) is much closer to, but still below the desired size to 
maintain genetic diversity. Loss of the U.S. population would dramatically reduce our ability to manage 
or recover this subspecies. Populations at low levels may experience random variations in sex ratios, age 
distributions, and birth and death rates among individuals, which can cause fluctuations in population size 
and possibly extinction (Richter-Dyn and Goel 1972). In very sparse populations, males may have trouble 
finding females, reducing productivity (Ehrlich and Roughgarden 1987). Small populations are also 
sensitive to variations in natural processes, such as drought and predation (Hecht and Nickerson 1999). 
 
Disease 
Sonoran pronghorn can potentially be infected by a variety of viral and bacterial diseases, as well as 
parasites.  Epizootic hemorrhagic disease and Bluetongue virus are the most common cause of disease 
caused die-off in wild pronghorn (Brown and Ockenfels 2007).  Blood testing has shown pronghorn 
exposure to these diseases by increases in antibody titers over time.  The diseases relevant to pronghorn 
can be transmitted indirectly through vectors, such as infected midges or ticks, or directly via aerosolized 
or direct contact of infected fluids or tissues.  Diseases that potentially infect pronghorn are all serious 
diseases of cattle, which can act as vectors.  Cattle within the current range of the pronghorn have not 
been tested for these diseases.  
 
E. Recovery Actions 
 
A number of critically important recovery projects have been implemented in an attempt to reverse the 
decline of the U.S. endangered population of the Sonoran pronghorn.  These projects are designed to 
increase availability of green forage and water during dry periods and to offset to some extent the effects 
of drought and barriers that prevent pronghorn from accessing greenbelts and water, such as the Gila 
River and Río Sonoyta.  Many developed and nine emergency water sources (six on CPNWR, one on 
OPCNM, and two on BMGR West) have been constructed in recent years throughout the range of the 
U.S. endangered population.  Additionally, within the past two years, three permanent catchments for 
Sonoran pronghorn were constructed in the non-wilderness portion of CPNWR (one) and the BMGR East 
(two).  Additionally, one existing water (Sierra Pinta # 3) within the refuge was recently redeveloped 
resulting in increased storage capacity from 1,800 gallons to over 10,000 gallons.  In 2015, one new water 
for Sonoran pronghorn within the refuge will be constructed (Agua Dulce # 2) and one existing water 
(Fawn Hills) will be redeveloped to increase storage.  Five forage enhancement plots, each consisting of a 
well, pump, pipelines and irrigation lines, have been developed to irrigate the desert and produce forage 
for pronghorn.  Additionally, starting in 2009, temporary, experimental feed and water stations were 
placed strategically within the South TAC to enhance pronghorn fawn survival and recruitment during 
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periods of prolonged drought.  The primary purpose was to draw pronghorn away from active military 
targets as an offset to the target closure distances that were in place at that time.  These stations were 
heavily used by pronghorn during times with poor range conditions brought on by drought.   
 
Plots and waters located in areas with little human activity and better range conditions appear to be more 
effective (i.e., contribute to fawn and adult survival to a greater degree) than those located in areas of high 
human activity and poor range condition (i.e., experiencing drought) (personal communication with John 
Hervert, AGFD, September 16, 2009).  Therefore, to ensure success of these measures, it is critical that 
human activity is avoided or significantly minimized near the plots and waters.   
  
A semi-captive breeding facility at CPNWR was first stocked with pronghorn in 2004; as of January 2014, 
it contains 61 pronghorn.  As described above, these facilities are being used to augment the current U.S. 
population and the new population north of I-8, as well as to establish additional herds elsewhere within 
suitable portions of historical range in Arizona and potentially in southeastern California.  These crucial 
projects, which are helping pull the U.S. population back from the brink of extinction, have been 
cooperative efforts among many agencies and organizations, including USFWS, AZGFD, MCAS-Yuma, 
Luke Air Force Base (LAFB), OPCNM, CBP, Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Arizona Antelope 
Foundation, the Yuma Rod and Gun Club, the University of Arizona, the Los Angeles and Phoenix Zoos, 
and others. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE – SONORAN PRONGHORN 
 
The environmental baseline includes past and present impacts of all Federal, state, or private actions in the 
action area; the anticipated impacts of all proposed Federal actions in the action area that have undergone 
formal or early section 7 consultation; and the impact of state and  private actions which are 
contemporaneous with the consultation process.  The environmental baseline defines the current status of 
the species and its habitat in the action area to provide a platform from which to assess the effects of the 
action now under consultation. 
 
A.  Action Area 
 
The “action area” means all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely 
the immediate area involved in the action.  For the purposes of this consultation, as described in the BE, 
the action area includes all of YPG and Kofa NWR.  The 10(j) population on YPG, Kofa NWR, and 
surrounding areas is separated from the endangered U.S. population by Interstate 8 and extensive farming 
along the Gila River Valley.      
 
Management of the action area is entirely by Federal agencies. The YPG encompasses over 838,000 acres 
and is managed by U.S. Army Garrison YPG for military testing and training.  Kofa NWR encompasses 
665,400 acres and is managed by the USFWS for desert bighorn sheep and other native wildlife and their 
habitat. 
 
B.  Terrain, Vegetation Communities, and Climate in the Action Area 
 
The action area is included in the Lower Colorado River Valley Subdivision of the Sonoran Desertscrub 
Biome.  The typical plant species that inhabit the action area include microphyllous trees like western 
honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), ironwood (Olneya tesota), foothill and blue palo verde 
(Parkinsonia microphylla and P. floridum), and smoketree (Psorothamnus spinosa).  In dryer and more 
barren areas the more common desert pavement plants are creosotebush (Larrea tridentata), white 
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bursage (Ambrosia dumosa), brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), teddy bear cholla (Cylindropuntia bigelovii), 
and saguaro (Carnegiea gigantea).   
 
Vegetation on YPG is adapted to the hot, arid environment, where summer daytime temperatures can 
exceed 120 degrees Fahrenheit (Spellenberg, 2003).  Open plains are sparsely covered with drought-
tolerant shrubs, grasses, and cacti.  The most common plant species on YPG is creosote bush, which 
occurs over large areas or mixed with combinations of ocotillo, white bursage, teddy bear cholla cactus, 
and foothill palo verde trees, depending on landscape position. 
 
Areas of sandy soil support big galleta communities that include foothills palo verde, honey mesquite, or 
bursage. The hillsides of YPG typically support brittlebush and other plants including various cacti (such 
as saguaro, cholla, and prickly pear).  Saguaro cacti on YPG are less numerous and more scattered than in 
the eastern Sonoran Desert.  The foothills and mountainous areas typically support a mixed shrub 
community.  The desert washes typically support a variety of woody plants, including palo verde, 
ironwood, smoketree, mesquite, and catclaw acacia (Senegalia greggii).  Larger washes support bosques 
of smoketree, mesquite, ironwood, and palo verde.   
 
At YPG, vegetation density noticeably decreases downstream of bajadas heavily impacted by military 
training, testing, and infrastructure.  Bajadas are typically covered with well-developed desert pavement. 
Vegetation densities on YPG are also decreasing in first order rills downstream from unimpacted areas, 
indicating that natural desert conditions may be changing.  Therefore, changes in desert vegetation are 
likely due to natural and anthropogenic forces (McDonald et al., 2004). 
 
Non-native invasive species occur on YPG, including buffelgrass, Athel tamarisk (Tamarix aphylla), salt 
cedar (Tamarix spp. and hybrids), Mediterranean and Arabian grass (Schismus arabicus), Mediterranean 
grass, Sahara mustard, and puncturevine (Tribulus terrestris). Although buffelgrass only occurs in a few 
scattered locations, its potential for spread in favorable rainfall years and for carrying ecosystem-changing 
fires make it YPG's current weed of greatest concern.  These invasive grasses and Sahara mustard 
increase fuel loads and carry fire well, resulting in larger and more intense wildfires.  Sahara mustard 
skeletons blow in the wind and may pile up along fence lines in masses up to 10 feet high.  According to 
YPG, Sahara mustard is considered the most detrimental non-native species on YPG due to its impact on 
wildlife, native plants, and potentially the mission of YPG (YPG 2014). Many native vegetation species 
are poorly adapted to fire and the intense wildfires can result in drastic changes to the vegetation. 
 
Climate is characterized by extreme aridity, mild winters, and hot summers.  Approximately 2.7 inches of 
precipitation fall annually at Yuma, with slightly more than half of this occurring in the winter months 
(Brown 1982).  On YPG precipitation rarely exceeds the amount required to infiltrate below surface 
horizons, and runoff from adjacent piedmonts, especially along channels, is needed to augment the 
moisture plants receive from other sources. 
 
C.  Status of the Sonoran Pronghorn in the Action Area 
 
Distribution, Abundance, and Life History 
The life history of Sonoran pronghorn in the action area is the same as that described above in the Status 
of the Species for the U.S. sub-population.  Sonoran pronghorn historically occurred in valleys around the 
lower Gila river, likely including the King Valley within Kofa NWR until the early 1800’s or early 
1900’s, although little information population size and specific areas used exists (Brown and Ockenfels 
2007, Brown 2008).  As described in detail above in the Status of the Species, as of April 2014, there are 
27 wild adult pronghorn and nine fawns in the 10(j) population (herein referred to as the Kofa  
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population).  Based on telemetry locations in 2013 and 2014, Sonoran pronghorn are primarily using the 
King Valley of Kofa NWR, as well as the southern part of the King Valley on YPG (Figure 8).  There are 
a number of pronghorn detections in other areas, including to the east and southeast of YPG.  The 
Sonoran pronghorn distribution on YPG, Kofa NWR, and surrounding areas is likely to change as 
pronghorn continue to become established and more telemetry data is collected.    
 
The pronghorn on YPG have been observed using man-made ponds (SWTR pond and Ivan’s Well) on the 
eastern portion of the Kofa range which is located toward the southern end of King Valley.  These ponds 
are maintained to supply water for dust suppression or construction and maintenance activities on YPG.  
They are not fenced and are frequented by deer, horses, coyotes and other wildlife.  Camera traps detected 
the pronghorn using the SWTR facility multiple times in June, August and September of 2013.  No 
observations of pronghorn occurred in July and October 2013 due to camera failures.  Pronghorn were 
first observed on Ivan’s well in March and April 2014. 
 
We are only beginning to gather data on distribution and habitat use of the Kofa population of Sonoran 
pronghorn.  However, based on Sonoran pronghorn habitat use patterns on Cabeza Prieta, and the limited 
historical records on Kofa NWR and YPG, we anticipate they will use the lowland desert habitat in the 
valley bottom and lower bajadas within King Valley (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998 and 2001). 
According to a model by USFWS, there are 7,405 square miles of potential habitat for Sonoran pronghorn 
within the nonessential experimental population area A (Figure 7)(USFWS 2010).  According to this 
same model, about 58 percent of YPG (approximately 757 square miles) is potentially suitable habitat for 
Sonoran pronghorn (USFWS 2010).   
 
D.   Past and Ongoing Non-Federal Actions in the Action Area  
 
The Status of the Species section describes a variety of human activities that have affected the Sonoran 
pronghorn since initiation of livestock grazing over 300 years ago (Officer 1993).  Many non-Federal 
activities that have affected the pronghorn are historical in nature, and pronghorn have been all but 
extirpated from private, state, and Tribal lands.  As explained in the Status of the Species, highways, 
fences, railroads, developed areas, and irrigation canals can block access to essential forage or water 
resources.  Highways and railroads can also lead to vehicular and train collisions with Sonoran pronghorn.  
Additionally, canals can lead to Sonoran pronghorn drowning.   
 
E.  Past and Ongoing Federal Actions in the Action Area  
 
Because the action area is comprised of Federal lands, most activities that affect the Kofa pronghorn 
population or their habitat are Federal actions.  The primary Federal agencies involved in activities in the 
action area include the YPG and Kofa NWR.  No formal section 7 consultations have been completed 
within the action area, although we anticipate formally consulting with Kofa NWR in the near future on 
activities on Kofa NWR that may affect Sonoran pronghorn.  Because the 10(j) population is treated as a 
species proposed to be listed for section 7 consultation purposes, only actions affecting pronghorn on 
Kofa NWR need to undergo section 7 consultation.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



Mr. Gordon Rogers                                                                                                                                     25 
 
 
EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION  
 
Effects of the action refer to the direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical habitat, 
together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated and interdependent with that action that 
will be added to the environmental baseline.  Interrelated actions are those that are part of a larger action 
and depend on the larger action for their justification.  Interdependent actions are those that have no 
independent utility apart from the action under consideration.  Indirect effects are those that are caused by 
the proposed action and are later in time, but are still reasonably certain to occur. 
 
Effects of ongoing and proposed activities on Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR can generally be 
segregated into effects of aerial operations and effects of ground-based operations.  In response to military 
overflights, pronghorn may exhibit a startle response or may flush from cover (Krausman et al. 2001, 
Hughes and Smith 1990, Workman et al. 1992, Luz and Smith 1976).  Pronghorn may alter use of areas to 
avoid aircraft noise or disturbance (Bleich et al. 1990, Krausman et al. 1986), or may exhibit other 
physiological or behavioral responses that could be detrimental (Bowles 1995, Norrix et al. 1995, 
Stockwell and Bateman 1987, Berger et al. 1983).  Ground-based activities can destroy or degrade forage 
and cover, and result in behavioral or physiological changes that may be detrimental (Geist 1971, Freddy 
et al. 1986, Workman et al. 1992).   
 
The Sonoran pronghorn is sensitive to human presence.  Krausman et al. (2001) reported that Sonoran 
pronghorn reacted to ground disturbances (vehicles or people on foot) with a change in behavior 37 
percent of the time, resulting in the animals running or trotting away 2.6 percent of the time.  The effects 
of disturbance from vehicular use of roads on Sonoran pronghorn were a more significant impact than 
disturbance from aircraft (helicopter, jet, and fixed wing) (Krausman et al. 2001).  Wright and deVos 
(1986) noted that Sonoran pronghorn exhibit “a heightened response to human traffic” as compared to 
other subspecies of pronghorn.  They noted that “once aware of an observer, Sonoran pronghorn are quick 
to leave the area.  One herd was observed 1.5 hours later 11 miles north of the initial observation in 
October 1984.  Other pronghorn have run until out of the observer’s sight when disturbed.”  Hughes and 
Smith (1990) noted that on all but one occasion, Sonoran pronghorn ran from the observer’s vehicle and 
continued to run until they were out of sight.  Krausman et al. (2001) documented 149 direct overflights 
and 263 other overflights (in which the aircraft passed ≥328 feet to the side of the animal).  Pronghorn 
changed their behavior (e.g., from standing to trotting or running, or bedded to standing) 39 and 35 
percent of the time during direct and other overflights, respectively.  
 
Staff at OPCNM (2013) documented that during their typical morning activity period (post-sunrise), 
pronghorn on OPCNM experienced some form of potential disturbance once every 4 hours 10 minutes. 
Actual disturbance responses took place once every 6 hours 15 minutes.  Potential disturbance events 
resulted in the pronghorn running, about once every 8 hours 20 minutes.  Helicopter overflights took 
place once every 6 hours 15 minutes; one out of four overflights resulted in pronghorn running, and one in 
four resulted in vigilance (standing, alert, watching disturbance source).  Vehicles approaching within one 
mile occurred once every 12 hours 30 minutes.  Half of these resulted in pronghorn running, but for the 
other half, the driver was contacted by radio and advised to drive slowly (<10 mph) past the observation 
area.   
 
Preliminary information from a study on the effects of human disturbance on Sonoran pronghorn 
indicates that pronghorn consistently exhibit visual responses to human activity, particularly vehicles 
traveling on a road within several kilometers.  Although some instances have been noted where a 
pronghorn did not exhibit a visual response (for example, one buck did not appear disturbed by three 
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vehicles driving at least 25 miles per hour about 1.5 kilometers away); most observations indicate that 
pronghorn exhibit a spectrum of responses, from standing vigilant to running from the stimulus.  For 
example, eight Sonoran pronghorn were observed running a short distance and then vigilant towards 
utility vehicle noise 3.4 kilometers away.  Another eight Sonoran pronghorn were observed running from 
several trucks traveling fast (> 25 mph).  Pronghorn were initially vigilant when the vehicles were 1.3 
kilometers away but soon started running, travelling over 3.6 kilometers in under five minutes until they 
were out of sight of the observers (email from Stephanie Doerries, University of Arizona, May 7, 2014).   
 
Disturbance and flight of ungulates are known to result in a variety of physiological effects that are 
adverse, including elevated metabolism, lowered body weight, reduced fetus survival, and withdrawal 
from suitable habitat (Geist 1971, Harlow et al. 1987).  Frequent disturbance imposes a burden on the 
energy and nutrient supply of animals (Geist 1971), which may be exacerbated in harsh environments 
such as those occupied by Sonoran pronghorn.  Human presence may cause Sonoran pronghorn to move 
from an area, thereby denying pronghorn access to that specific site for what may be crucial ecological 
functions (e.g. foraging, bedding, seeking thermal shelter, seeking mates, seeking fawning sites, seeking 
areas of relative safety from predators).  Causing pronghorn to move also increases their physiological 
demands by expending calories and metabolic water.  These may be critical stressors in seasonal hot-dry 
periods and in extended periods of low forage availability.  Disturbance may also lead to mortality.  
Causing a pronghorn to be alarmed or agitated, or to flee from a disturbance, may also make it vulnerable 
to predator attack.  This is especially true for fawns and females during the fawning season.  Krausman et 
al. (2001) found that fawns and their mothers were more sensitive to human disturbance than other life 
stages of Sonoran pronghorn.   
 
Adverse effects to Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR from YPG activities include visual and auditory 
disturbance by aircraft flying over the refuge, munitions being detonated near the refuge boundary, or 
human and vehicular presence near the boundary of the refuge.  Wildfire may also directly or indirectly 
affect Sonoran pronghorn on the refuge in the event that wildfire encroaches from YPG onto the refuge. 
 
Effects of Aerial Operations 
 
Aircraft overflights of Kofa NWR may cause intermittent visual and auditory disturbance of Sonoran 
pronghorn.  Most fixed wing aircraft flights in the airspace above Kofa NWR in the King Valley Area (R-
2308A) occur between 8,000 and 32,000 feet AGL; due to their high altitude (noise from the aircraft is 
significantly reduced by the time it reaches the ground) these flights are not expected to disturb 
pronghorn.  The lower limit of YPG airspace within R-2308A on Kofa NWR is 1,500 feet AGL; however, 
the YPG ONMP recommends that pilots remain at least 2,000 feet AGL.  Currently, flights very rarely fly 
this low over Kofa NWR.  Although noise from these lower level flights is not completely attenuated by 
the time it reaches the ground, it is reduced to the point of background noise and therefore not expected to 
elicit substantial reactions from Sonoran pronghorn.  Furthermore, aircraft do not hover over the refuge, 
but pass by.  This helps reduce potential auditory and visual disturbance to pronghorn as well. The 
potential effects of helicopter use in R-2308A are discussed below.   
 
Airspace R-2307 covers the YPG Kofa Firing Range and the southern portion of the Kofa NWR and 
ranges from surface to unlimited altitude.  Specifically, airspace R-2307 overlaps the refuge along the 
southern portion of the Castle Dome Mountains, west of King Valley.  The rough terrain of the mountains 
reduces the quality of habitat for pronghorn; however, pronghorn could pass through the valleys or 
occupy the foothills and valleys at the base of the mountains.  Although low level flights may disturb 
pronghorn occurring in airspace R-2307 over the refuge, because fixed wing flights seldom occur at low 
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levels, we anticipate disturbance from these flights will be a rare event.  The potential effects of helicopter 
use in R-2307 are discussed below.   
 
Helicopters use, particularly low level flights, in R-2307 and R-2308 over Kofa NWR have higher 
potential to disturb pronghorn than fixed wing flights due to their rotor noise, hovering, and low flight 
capabilities.  Low level helicopter flights in R-2308 and R-2307 over the Kofa NWR are rare; however,  
helicopters used in conducting safety sweeps of the refuge (primarily in R-2307) will likely be flown at 
low altitudes.  These flights may startle pronghorn and cause them to flee.  However, because these 
sweeps 1) will occur mostly over mountainous terrain where habitat is less desirable for pronghorn, and 2) 
are anticipated to infrequently occur, we anticipate that disturbance from these flights should be rare.   
 
Operation of existing drop zones on the Cibola range should have no impact to Sonoran pronghorn on 
Kofa NWR due to their distance from the refuge.  However, operation of the new drop zone in the King 
Valley near Kofa NWR (identifier K002, Figure 2a and 2b) may disturb pronghorn on Kofa NWR due to 
its proximity to the refuge.  Flights associated with aerial delivery at the new drop zone should have 
minimal effects on pronghorn behavior due to the elevation of the flights, as explained above.  Vehicles 
(ranging from utility vehicles to flatbed trucks or truck mounted cranes) associated with load recovery and 
placement and pick up of instrumentation at or near the new drop zone may intermittently disturb and 
cause behavioral changes in Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR.  
 
Effects of Ground-based Operations 
 
Effects of Munitions 
A number of ground-based activities, including munitions firing and YPG response to munitions that 
accidentally land on Kofa NWR, may injure/kill or disturb Sonoran pronghorn or may degrade their 
habitat on Kofa NWR.  Munitions firing or ordnance deliveries could injure or kill Sonoran pronghorn on 
Kofa NWR; however, this is highly unlikely as all munitions firing or ordnance deliveries occur on YPG 
(not within Kofa NWR) and the impact area boundary within potential pronghorn habitat is located about 
one kilometer south of the Kofa NWR boundary.  SDZs occasionally encroach onto Kofa NWR and 
munitions may be fired over parts of the refuge following the conditions established for the buffer area.  
However, YPG carefully plans each shot on the range with consideration of the gun position from which 
ordnance is fired to the target or impact area.  Test directors take into account the capabilities and past 
performance of the ordnance and blast radius to develop a SDZ in which the munitions could 
inadvertently land.  As a result of these precautions, the likelihood of ordnance landing within the refuge 
is low and the likelihood of munitions hitting and injuring or killing Sonoran pronghorn is even lower 
given that they regularly move and are not fixed on the landscape.   
 
In the rare event that munitions fall onto Kofa NWR (the algorithm used to establish the dimensions for 
the safety fan uses a 1/1,000,000 probability of munitions landing outside the fan), YPG will coordinate 
with Kofa NWR to remediate the impacts as soon as possible.  YPG’s remediation response, which would 
involve personnel and vehicles, could disturb Sonoran pronghorn depending on where the munitions fall 
and the access route taken to reach the munitions; however, the potential disturbance should not only be a 
rare occurrence, but it should also be relatively brief.  The remediation response could also result in minor 
degradation of Sonoran pronghorn habitat depending on where the munitions fall.  YPG is committed to 
ensuring that impacts to Sonoran pronghorn are avoided to the extent possible.   
 
Munitions firing may cause auditory disturbance to Sonoran pronghorn on the refuge.  Explosions from 
munitions testing and training on YPG in the Castle Dome Mountains along the western and southern 
boundary of Kofa NWR would be audible to pronghorn in portions of the area they may occupy.  Because 
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munitions testing and training is relatively constant in this area and because noise is reduced by the time it 
reaches Kofa NWR, Sonoran pronghorn likely become habituated to such noise and are less likely to 
exhibit startle responses as a result of it.  That said, no pronghorn observations have been made in the 
southern end of the refuge during munitions training and testing, so their responses and reactions are 
unknown at this time.   
 
Expansion of the munitions impact area from northern boundary of existing impact areas Echo and 
Foxtrot to the northern boundary of the Ramsdell Ranch impact area and the area previously contaminated 
by unexploded ordnance (identifier K003; Figure 2a and 2b), which is about one kilometer south of the 
Kofa NWR southern boundary, may cause increased visual and auditory disturbance to Sonoran 
pronghorn on Kofa NWR.  Expanding the available munitions impact area will not result in increased 
frequency of munitions firing, however, it will result in addition impacted areas on YPG.  Additionally, 
there will be an increase in the area available for people to enter and use for target placements, 
establishment of temporary gun positions or observation points, impact testing, and ordnance recovery 
purposes (people enter impact areas per mission requirements).  Increases in human activity in the 
expanded impact area may occur if there are increases in demand for testing.   
 
While munitions firing can cause habitat degradation in the impact zone, it is highly unlikely that Sonoran 
pronghorn habitat on Kofa NWR will be impacted by munitions due to the very small risk of munitions 
landing on the refuge.  That said, munitions firing could degrade Sonoran pronghorn habitat on Kofa 
NWR as a result of fire starting on YPG (from munitions) and spreading to the refuge.  Most fires on 
YPG are very small and isolated due to the sparse nature of fuels in this region.  From 2003 to present, 
there were an estimated 26 fire starts on YPG and a total of 3,170 acres burned on YPG.  Of that total, 
3,000 acres was from one event, the King Valley Fire in September 2005.  The King Valley Fire, ignited 
due to munitions impact on YPG, is the only major documented fire originating on YPG in over 70 years 
of military testing and training activities.  In addition to burning 3,000 acres on YPG, it burned 26,000 
acres on Kofa NWR for a total of about 29,000 acres. This type of fire event is only made possible by 
exceptional amounts of precipitation and resulting vegetation growth.  Although this type of fire is rare, in 
the event that one occurs again during the life of the proposed action, a significant amount of Sonoran 
pronghorn could be temporarily impacted by such an event.  Fires may affect vegetation composition, as 
well as temporarily reduce cover and forage quantity and quality.  Reduced cover could lead to increased 
predation of fawns.  Additionally, wildfire may temporarily displace Sonoran pronghorn and could injure 
or kill fawns if they are too young to flee the oncoming fire.  Although fire can cause many temporary 
adverse effects to Sonoran pronghorn habitat, over a longer time period, fire can cause increases in annual 
forbs and lengthen the green-up period which is beneficial to Sonoran pronghorn.  To reduce the risk of 
wildfires spreading, since the 2005 King Valley Fire, YPG has adopted more effective communication 
protocols in responding to fires.   
 
Effects of Light Training Areas 
Expansion of an LTA (identifier K026, Figures 2 a and 2b) to support operational testing and dismounted 
maneuver training at Smart Weapons Test Range (SWTR) may disturb Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR 
due to the proximity of the expansion to the refuge.  Human activities (up to 120 troops may train at an 
LTA), vehicles, generators, and staging of equipment associated with training activities at the expanded 
LTA may result in visual and auditory disturbance of pronghorn on Kofa NWR possibly causing them to 
startle or run.  
 
Effects of Electronic Warfare/Communication/Sensor Testing and Observation Points 
Testing of electronics systems and use of observation points may intermittently disturb Sonoran 
pronghorn on Kofa NWR.  People and vehicles associated with these activities, should they occur near or 
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adjacent to the refuge may cause pronghorn to startle or run; however, we do not anticipate that these 
activities will occur frequently near the Kofa NWR boundary.   
 
Effects of Facilities Construction, Operation, and Maintenance 
 
Construction activities, including vehicular and equipment access and human activity, associated with 
new utility lines and testing instrumentation near the new drop zone northeast of East Smart Weapons 
Test Range (SWTR) Impact Area (identifier K002; Figure 2a and 2b) may temporarily disturb Sonoran 
pronghorn on Kofa NWR due to their proximity to the refuge.  Testing instrumentation will likely only 
take a couple of days to establish; however, it is not known how long utility line construction will take.  
Establishing the drop zone itself requires no construction.  Disturbance associated with operation of the 
drop zone will be ongoing and is discussed in the Effects of Aerial Operations section above.   
Construction and operation of an aircraft shelter, multiple buildings, water tank, storage area for 
petroleum products, and graded parking area, as well as clearing of a launch/recovery area at SWTR 
(identifier K004-a, Figure 2a and 2b) may also disturb Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR due to their 
possible proximity to the refuge (the exact location of the construction is not currently known, but may be 
within a few kilometers of the southern boundary of Kofa NWR).  According to the BE, the construction 
will occur in an area where current human activity is already high, so activities associated with the 
construction and operations of these facilities may not have a significantly greater effect on Sonoran 
pronghorn on Kofa NWR than existing activities at the site.  The additional effect is difficult to quantify 
because background levels of human activity at the site as well as increases in the amount of human 
activity associated with construction and operations of the new facilities were not provided in the BE.  
Overall, given that construction and operation of the facilities will not occur adjacent to Kofa NWR, it is 
unlikely that these activities will significantly alter Sonoran pronghorn behavior on the refuge.   
 
Maintenance of range infrastructure such as observation points, utilities, and roads occurs throughout 
YPG and may disturb Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR due to the proximity of some of these 
maintenance activities to Kofa NWR.  Human and vehicular activities associated with routine 
maintenance of roads and utilities in particular have the greatest likelihood of visually or auditorily 
disturbing pronghorn due to the proximity of some roads and utilities to Kofa NWR.  Such disturbance 
will be intermittent but continuous for the life of the project.   
 
Effects to Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery with the Project 

As stated in the “Status of the Species” section above, current downlisting criteria for Sonoran pronghorn 
are: 1) the establishment of a population of 300 adult pronghorn in one self-sustaining population for a 
minimum of five years; and 2) the establishment of at least one other self-sustaining population in the 
U.S.  Currently, there are no delisting criteria.  The proposed action will not affect the first downlisting 
criteria because the effects of the project do not extend into the endangered Sonoran pronghorn range, the 
population with the downlisting requirement of 300 adult pronghorn.  The proposed action may affect the 
second downlisting criteria.  For example, activities on YPG may disturb, injure, or kill pronghorn, as 
well as degrade their habitat.  YPG activities with such an effect could limit the establishment of Sonoran 
pronghorn in certain areas of the nonessential experimental population or 10(j) boundary, particularly on 
YPG.  That said, the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team was aware of these activities when planning for 
the establishment of a second pronghorn population in Arizona and ranked the area (Area A, see Figure 7 
and USFWS 2010 and 2011) as the highest priority area to establish a second viable Sonoran pronghorn 
population in Arizona.  Although the proposed action may affect establishment of a second Arizona 
pronghorn population, we do not anticipate it will preclude the second recovery criteria due to the 
availability of potential Sonoran pronghorn not impacted or minimally impacted by YPG activities within 
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Area A of the nonessential experimental population boundaries.  In other words, it is highly likely that a 
self-sustaining Sonoran pronghorn population will be established on Kofa NWR and surrounding areas 
even with the impacts of the proposed action.  As such, we do not anticipate that the proposed action will 
preclude downlisting of Sonoran pronghorn.  Because delisting recovery have not been established, it is 
difficult to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed action on Sonoran pronghorn recovery 
(delisting).  However, because YPG activities should have no effect to Sonoran pronghorn within Area A 
outside of YPG and Kofa NWR and only minimal effects to Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR, it is our 
opinion that recovery of Sonoran pronghorn will not be precluded by the proposed action. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS - SONORAN PRONGHORN 

Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, tribal, local or private actions that are reasonably 
certain to occur in the action area considered in this biological opinion.  Future Federal actions that are 
unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they require separate 
consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act.  The lands within the action area are managed by Federal 
agencies (YPG and Kofa NWR); thus, most activities that could potentially affect pronghorn on Kofa 
NWR are Federal activities that are subject to section 7 consultation.  The effects of these Federal 
activities are not considered cumulative effects.   
 
CONCLUSIONS - SONORAN PRONGHORN 
 
After reviewing the current status of the Sonoran pronghorn, the environmental baseline for the action 
area, the effects of the proposed action, and the cumulative effects, it is our biological opinion that the 
proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Sonoran pronghorn.  No critical 
habitat has been designated for this species; therefore, none will be affected.  Our conclusion is based on 
the following:  
 

1. No Sonoran pronghorn in the endangered U.S. population will be affected by the proposed action.  
 

2. Activities on YPG and their effects to Sonoran pronghorn off of Kofa NWR were not analyzed in 
this biological opinion; however, they were discussed by our offices.  Because the Kofa Sonoran 
pronghorn population is a nonessential experimental population, by definition, it is not essential to 
the continued existence of the species.  We have therefore determined that effects of the proposed 
action will not jeopardize the continued existence of the species.  

 
3. No Sonoran pronghorn habitat on Kofa NWR will be intentionally impacted as a result of 

activities occurring on YPG.  Fire starting on YPG as a result of munitions firing and spreading 
onto Kofa NWR could occur but this would be considered a rare event and YPG has adopted more 
effective communication protocols in responding to fires to prevent their spread.   
 

4. Although we anticipate the proposed action may result in some disturbance to Sonoran pronghorn 
on Kofa NWR, the number of pronghorn that may potentially be disturbed is relatively small in 
comparison to the estimated number of Sonoran pronghorn throughout their range.  The number of 
wild Sonoran pronghorn throughout their range is about 681 (the number of wild Sonoran 
pronghorn in Arizona is about 175).  It is difficult to estimate how many Sonoran pronghorn on 
Kofa NWR may be disturbed by the proposed action, but even if all 36 were disturbed, this would 
represent 5 percent of the Sonoran pronghorn throughout their range.  It is anticipated that the 
population on Kofa NWR will continue to increase; therefore this percentage is also likely to 
increase.   
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5. Measures included in the proposed action will help reduce disturbance to Sonoran pronghorn and 
their habitat, as well as the risk of injury or death of Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR from 
project-related activities.  These measures include flight limits of 1,500 feet AGL over the King 
Valley portion of the Kofa NWR, improved communications protocol for fire, and munitions 
impact areas being located approximately one kilometer away from the boundary of Kofa NWR in 
the King Valley Area.   
 

6. As explained above, we do not anticipate that downlisting of Sonoran pronghorn will be precluded 
by the proposed action.  No delisting criteria have been established, therefore, it is difficult to 
analyze the potential impacts of the proposed action on Sonoran pronghorn recovery (delisting).  
However, as explained above, because YPG activities should have no effect to Sonoran pronghorn 
within Area A outside of YPG and Kofa NWR and only minimal effects to Sonoran pronghorn on 
Kofa NWR, it is our opinion that recovery of Sonoran pronghorn will not be precluded by the 
proposed action. 
 

7. Although populations throughout the species’ range continue to be at risk, the proposed project 
will not have an appreciable impact on the population at the rangewide scale.  Thus, the proposed 
action is not expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both survival 
and recovery of the Sonoran pronghorn in the wild by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or 
distribution of the species.  
 

8. Recovery is the process that stops the decline of an endangered or threatened species by removing 
or reducing threats.  Recovery ensures the long-term survival of the species in the wild.  At that 
point, the species is recovered, and protection of the ESA is no longer necessary.  The 
aforementioned effects will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of recovery of the Sonoran 
pronghorn.  

 
The adverse effects that do occur in the action area do not reach the scale where recovery of the species 
would be significantly delayed or precluded.  The conclusions of this biological opinion are based on full 
implementation of the project as described in the Description of the Proposed Action section of this 
document, including any Conservation Measures that were incorporated into the project design. 
 
INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT – SONORAN PRONGHORN 
 
Section 9 of the ESA and Federal regulation pursuant to section 4(d) of the ESA prohibit the take of 
endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. “Take” is defined as to 
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such 
conduct. “Harm” is defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death 
or injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3). “Harass” is defined as intentional or negligent actions that create the 
likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns 
which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).  “Incidental take” is 
defined as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful 
activity.  Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(o)(2), taking that is incidental to and not 
intended as part of the agency action is not considered to be prohibited taking under the ESA provided 
that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of this Incidental Take Statement.  
 



Mr. Gordon Rogers                                                                                                                                     32 
 
Amount or Extent of Take Anticipated – Sonoran pronghorn 
 
We anticipate the proposed action will result in incidental take of a total of four Sonoran pronghorn on 
Kofa NWR over the life of the project (10-20 years).  More specifically, we anticipate the following: 
 

1) Incidental  take of two Sonoran pronghorn fawns on Kofa NWR in the form of directly mortality 
or injury due to fire on the refuge that starts from activities carried out or authorized by YPG, like 
munitions training and testing.  Fire may consume or injure fawns that are too young to flee from 
oncoming fire; and   
 

2) Incidental take of two Sonoran pronghorn of any age on Kofa NWR in the form of harm due to 
significant habitat modification or degradation on the refuge from fire that starts from activities 
carried out or authorized by YPG, like munitions training and testing, that result in death or injury 
by significantly impairing behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering.   

 
We anticipate the above anticipated incidental take will be difficult to detect because: 1) dead or impaired 
individual Sonoran pronghorn are very difficult to find unless they are radio-collared; 2) the status of the 
species is changing over time through immigration, emigration, and natural loss; and, 3) the species 
ranges over a relatively large area, and thus the same individual can be difficult to re-detect unless it is 
radio-collared or ear-tagged.  However, monitoring and reporting requirements will allow us to assess the 
effects of proposed project activities on Sonoran pronghorn.  In addition, YPG will report to us any 
mortality or injury of Sonoran pronghorn due to activities carried out or authorized by YPG. 
 
The amount of anticipated incidental take will have been exceeded, triggering a requirement for 
reinitiation (50 CFR §402.16) if:  

 
1) More than two fires greater than 10 acres each occur in the King Valley of Kofa NWR as a result 

of activities carried out or authorized by YPG over the life of the project.   
 
Take of Sonoran pronghorn on YPG that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out any 
otherwise lawful activity is authorized under the special rule § 17.84 in the Final 10(j) rule (USFWS 
2011), provided that such taking is reported as soon as possible.  Otherwise lawful activities are any 
activities in compliance with applicable land management regulations, hunting regulations, tribal law, and 
all other applicable law and regulations, and include, but are not limited to, military training and testing, 
border security and enforcement carried out by Federal law enforcement officials (e.g., U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection), agriculture, rural and urban development, livestock grazing, camping, hiking, hunting, 
recreational vehicle use, sightseeing, nature or scientific study, rockhounding, and geocaching, where 
such activities are permitted. 
 
Effect of the Take 
 
We conclude that this level of anticipated take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the Sonoran pronghorn, 
for the effects are not expected to appreciably reduce the survival and recovery of the species for the 
reasons stated in the Conclusions section.   
 
Reasonable and Prudent Measures 
 
The USFWS believes the following Reasonable and Prudent measures are necessary and appropriate to 
minimize take of Sonoran pronghorn:  
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1) Monitor environmental conditions on the Kofa Range;  
 

2) Decrease the risk of fire on Kofa NWR from activities carried out or authorized by YPG; and 
 

3) Report any fires that occur in the King Valley of Kofa NWR as a result of activities carried out or 
authorized by YPG.    

 
Terms and Conditions 
 
In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the Act, YPG must comply with the following 
Terms and Conditions, which implement the Reasonable and Prudent Measures described above and 
outline required reporting and monitoring requirements.  These Terms and Conditions are non-
discretionary.   

 
1) The following Term and Condition implements Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 1: 

 
a. YPG shall monitor environmental conditions on the Kofa Range, including weather 

patterns (e.g., temperature, precipitation, humidity) and status of fuels (e.g., distribution 
and density of annual vegetation or any other vegetation that is capable of carrying fire 
across the landscape).   

 
2) The following Term and Condition implements Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 2: 

 
a. YPG shall, subject to availability of funds and where compatible with the military mission 

(as determined by the Senior Commander), continue to maintain a fire department with 
wildland firefighting capabilities.  Additionally, YPG shall, subject to availability of funds 
and where compatible with the military mission (as determined by the Senior 
Commander), continue to maintain a fire station on the Kofa Firing Range (KFR) to 
provide rapid response on the Kofa Range in the event of fire.  If the fire department and/or 
fire station are discontinued at any time in the future, YPG shall notify FWS-AESO and 
Kofa NWR, and this Term and Condition may need to be reevaluated.    
 

b. Should YPG detect exceptional fuel conditions that are conducive to carrying fire, then 
YPG shall increase fire readiness by 1) providing additional fire briefings to test officers to 
stress the importance of initial fire spotting and early notification, and 2) subject to 
availability of funds, maintain fire break infrastructure where such infrastructure is 
compatible with the military mission (as determined by the Senior Commander) and 
pronghorn conservation (as determined through coordination with Kofa NWR and FWS-
AESO) and is anticipated to reduce the risk of fire spreading to Kofa NWR (as determined 
by local firefighting agencies).     

 
3) The following Term and Condition implements Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3: 

 
a. YPG shall report any fires that occur in the King Valley of Kofa NWR as a result of 

activities carried out or authorized by YPG to FWS-AESO and Kofa NWR as soon as 
possible.  The report (can be in the form of an email) will, at a minimum, include the 
date(s), acreage, and location(s) of the fire(s), as well as number of pronghorn in the 
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vicinity of the fire, if known.  YPG shall also immediately notify Kofa NWR once aware 
that a fire has or may encroach onto the refuge.       

 
Review requirement:  The reasonable and prudent measures, with their implementing terms and 
conditions, are designed to minimize incidental take that might otherwise result from the proposed action.  
If, during the course of the action, the level of incidental take is exceeded, such incidental take would 
represent new information requiring review of the reasonable and prudent measures provided.  YPG must 
immediately provide an explanation of the causes of the taking and review with the FWS-AESO the need 
for possible modification of the reasonable and prudent measures.  
 
Disposition of Dead or Injured Listed Species  
 
Upon finding a dead or injured threatened or endangered animal, initial notification must be made to the 
USFWS's Division of Law Enforcement, 2450 West Broadway, Mesa, Arizona (480-967-7900) within 
three working days of its finding.  Written notification must be made within five calendar days and 
include the date, time, and location of the animal, a photograph, and any other pertinent information.  The 
notification shall be sent to the Law Enforcement Office with a copy to this office.  Care must be taken in 
handling injured animals to ensure effective treatment and care, and in handling dead specimens to 
preserve biological material in the best possible condition.   
 
In accordance with the Final 10(j) rule (USFWS 2011), any incidental take of Sonoran pronghorn must be 
reported as soon as possible by calling the USFWS, Arizona Ecological Services Office, 201 N Bonita 
Avenue, Suite 141, Tucson, AZ 85745 (520/670–6150), or the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge, 
1611 North Second Avenue, Ajo, AZ 85321 (520/387–6483).  Upon contact, a determination will be 
made as to the disposition of any live or dead specimens. 
 
In addition to the above, the 2014 Final Incident Response Protocol for Sonoran pronghorn will be 
followed.  
 
CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS – SONORAN PRONGHORN 
 
Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the purposes of 
the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and threatened species.  
Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities to minimize or avoid effects of a 
proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement recovery plans, or to develop 
information.  We recommend implementing the following actions: 
 

1. Continue to participate on the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team as staffing and funding permit.  
 

2. Participate in the implementation of the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan, including providing or 
pursuing financial support, subject to the availability of funds, to implement recovery actions on 
YPG that are identified by the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team as military mission allows. 
 

3. Avoid and minimize adverse effects to Sonoran pronghorn from military and other activities on 
YPG to the extent practicable.   

 
In order for the USFWS to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects or 
benefitting listed species or their habitats, the USFWS requests notification of the implementation of any 
conservation recommendations.  
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REINITIATION NOTICE 
 
This concludes formal consultation on the action(s) outlined in the (request/reinitiation request).  As 
provided in 50 CFR 402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federal 
agency involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if: (1) the 
amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the agency action 
that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered in this opinion; 
(3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or 
critical habitat not considered in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated 
that may be affected by the action.  In instances where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, 
any operations causing such take must cease pending reinitiation. 
 
Thank you for your cooperation and assistance throughout this consultation process.  Any questions or 
comments should be directed to Erin Fernandez (520) 670-6150 (x238) or Jean Calhoun (x223).  Please 
refer to the consultation number, 02EAAZ00-2014-F-0161 in future correspondence concerning this 
project. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
      / s / Scott Richardson for 

Steven L. Spangle 
Field Supervisor  

 
cc (hard copy): 
 Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Tucson, AZ ( 2 copies ) 
 Jean Calhoun, Assistant Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Tucson, AZ 
 
cc (electronic copy):  
 Greg Risdahl, Refuge Manager, Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, Ajo, AZ  
 James Atkinson, Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge, Ajo, AZ 
 Chief, Habitat Branch, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ, pep@azgfd.gov 
  Regional Supervisor, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Yuma, AZ (Attn: John Hervert) 

 Raul Vega, Regional Supervisor, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Tucson, AZ   
 

filename:  Final YPG BO September 9, 2014.ef.docx 
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TABLES AND FIGURES 
 
Table 1.  A summary of population estimates from literature and field surveys for Sonoran pronghorn in 
the U.S. 
 

 
Date 

 
Population estimate  

(95 percent CIa) 

 
Source 

 
1925 

 
105 

 
Nelson 1925 

 
1941b 

 
60 

 
Nicol 1941 

 
1957 

 
<1,000 

 
Halloran 1957 

 
1968 

 
50 

 
Monson 1968 

 
1968-1974 

 
50 - 150 

 
Carr 1974 

 
1981 

 
100 - 150 

 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 1981 

 
1984 

 
85 - 100 

 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 1986 

 
1992 

 
179 (145-234) 

 
Bright et al. 1999 

 
1994 

 
282 (205-489) 

 
Bright et al. 1999 

 
1996 

 
130 (114-154) 

 
Bright et al. 1999 

 
1998 

 
142 (125-167) 

 
Bright et al. 1999 

 
2000 

 
99 (69-392) 

 
Bright et al.  2001 

2002 21 (18-33) Bright and Hervert 2003 

2004 58 (40-175) Bright and Hervert 2005 

2006 68 (52-116) Unpublished data 

2008 68 c Unpublished data 

2010 85 Unpublished data 

2012 159 Unpublished data 
 

a Confidence interval; there is only a 5 percent chance that the population total falls outside of this range.  
b Population estimate for southwestern Arizona, excluding Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument.  
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Table 2.  Comparison of endangered Sonoran pronghorn population surveys in the U.S., 1992-2012. 
 

    Pronghorn 
observed   

                              Population estimates                             

 
 

Date 

 
On 

transect 

 
Total 

observed 

Density estimate 
using DISTANCE 
(95 percent CIa) 

Lincoln-
Peterson 

(95 percent 
CI) 

Sightability 
model (95 
percent CI) 

Other 
estimate 

Dec 92 99 121 246 (103-584) --- 179 (145-234)  

Mar 94 100 109 184 (100-334) --- 282 (205-489)  

Dec 96 71 82 (95b) 216 (82-579) 162 (4-324) 130 (114-154)  

Dec 98 74 86 (98b) --- 172 (23-321) 142 (125-167)  

Dec 00 67 69b N/A  N/A  99 (69-392)  

Dec 02 18 18 N/A  N/A  21 (18-33)c  

Dec 04 39 51 N/A N/A 58  

Dec 06 51 59 N/A N/A 68 (52-116)  

Dec 08 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  68 d 

Dec 10 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 85 

Dec 12 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 159 

 
a Confidence interval; there is only a 5 percent chance that the population total falls outside of this range. 
b Includes animals missed on survey, but located using radio telemetry. 
c Jill Bright, Arizona Game and Fish Department, pers. comm. 2003 
d Due to poor visibility and low pronghorn sighting rate (some radio-collared pronghorn were detected 
from their transmitter signals but not seen during the surveys) caused by inclement weather during the 
surveys and having do resurvey some areas during better weather, the usual survey estimator was not used 
because it would have lacked accuracy.  The estimate of 68 was based on individual seen and missed on 
the survey and on several recent telemetry flights.  
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Table 3.  Comparison of Sonoran pronghorn population surveys in Mexico, 2000-2009. 
 

Date Pronghorn 

observed 

  Population 

estimate 

  

 West of 

Highway 8 

(Mexico) 

Southeast of 

Highway 8 

(Mexico) 

Total West of 

Highway 8 

(Mexico) 

Southeast of 

Highway 8 

(Mexico) 

Total  

Dec 2000      346 

Dec 2002   214   280 

Dec 2004 

Feb 2005 

30 439 469 59 625 684 

Jan 2006   486   634 

Dec 2007 35 325 360 50 354 404 

Dec 2009 53 258 311 101 381 482 

Dec 2011 30 167 197 52 189 241 

Dec 2013 -- 372 372 -- 434 434 
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Figure 1. Map of YPG ranges and Kofa NWR, southwestern Arizona (from the BE). 
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Figure 2a.  Map of the Proposed Action in the Kofa Region of YPG (note the boundary of the impact 
area was reduced from what was shown in the draft EIS) (from BE).  
 

 
  

Kofa NWR and King Valley 
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Figure 2b. Enlarged view of the Proposed Action in the Kofa Region of YPG near the Kofa NWR 
boundary.  
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Figure 3. YPG Airspace. 
 

 
 
 
Description of Airspace 
R-2306A Covers the southern part of the Cibola Region from the surface to 80,000 ft 
R-2306B North of R-2306A in the Cibola Region, from the surface to 80,000 ft 
R-2306C West of R-3206B in the Cibola Region, from the surface to 40,000 ft 
R-2306D North of R-2306B in the Cibola Region, from the surface to 23,000 ft 
R-2306E South of R-2306A in the Cibola and Laguna Regions, from the surface to 80,000 ft 
R-2307 Laguna and Kofa Regions east of US 95 and north of Pole Line Road, from the surface to 

unlimited. Also includes the southern portion of the Kofa NWR 
R-2308A Kofa NWR from 1,500 ft above ground level (AGL) to 80,000 ft 
R-2308B East of R-2308A in East Arm, from the surface to 80,000 ft 
R2308C North of R-2308A in Kofa NWR from 1,500 ft AGL to 23,000 ft 
R-2309 Department of Justice Special Use Airspace. 1.5-mile radius from the surface to 15,000 ft,north of 

CDH 
R-2311  Eastern Kofa Region south of Pole Line Road from the surface to 3,500 ft 
R-2306F Proposed at Laguna Airfield from the surface to 1,700 ft 
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Figure 4. Large Caliber Noise Contour from the YPG Operational Noise Management Plan. 
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Figure 5.  Historical range of Sonoran pronghorn in the Unites States and Mexico. 
 

 

Highway 8 

Highway 85 
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Figure 6.  Endangered Sonoran pronghorn range in southwestern Arizona, United States.  
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Figure 7. 10(j) Nonessential Experimental Population area for Sonoran pronghorn in southwestern 
Arizona, United States.  
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Figure 8. Sonoran pronghorn locations on YPG, Kofa NWR, and surrounding areas (note: the extent of 
the pronghorn range is based on telemetry data and is likely to change as pronghorn continue to disburse 
and new data is collected).  Map is from the YPG BE (Figure 5). 
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Appendix B 
Activities Conducted Under the No Action Alternative 
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TABLE B-1 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Laguna Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a 

Training Drop Zones (DZs) 

Phillips Drop Zone (DZ) 
751 

Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational testing/training, and 
equipment drop testing  

Phillips Reverse DZ 752 Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational testing/training, and 
equipment drop testing 

Cox Field DZ 396 Air Delivery System/Airdrop: Manned airdrops only, parachute training for Golden 
Knights, and MFFS 

Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) and Aviation Test Facilities 

CDH Manned aircraft systems and UAS testing and training 

Laguna Army Airfield Manned aircraft operations (testing and training), UAS performance testing and 
training 

Cobra Flats Helipad 

Aircraft Systems testing; Forward Area Arming and Refuel Point (FARP); Military 
Training Area Complex: MWD obedience and explosives scent training, mounted 
and dismounted patrolling, land navigation, tactical military exercises, bivouac 
shelter, communications training, physical fitness training, tactical vehicle driver 
training on existing trails, airmobile training, limited 
demolitions/explosives/pyrotechnics training, field fortifications/fighting positions 
training, and tactical vehicle maintenance 

K-9 Village and West LA 
Village 

UAS performance testing, Intelligence; Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor 
testing; Light Maneuver Training Area (LTA) for dismounted patrolling; on- and off-
road wheeled vehicle maneuver; military working dog training; land navigation; 
bivouac and base camps set-up and operation; Military Operations in Urban 
Terrain testing and training; and field training exercises using blanks, simulated 
munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other training devices  
 

Site 2  

UAS performance testing; Intelligence; Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor 
testing; Light Maneuver Training Area (LTA) for dismounted patrolling; on- and off-
road wheeled vehicle maneuver; land navigation; Military Training Area Complex: 
military working dog obedience and explosives scent training, mounted and 
dismounted patrolling, land navigation, tactical military exercises, bivouac shelter, 
communications training, physical fitness training, tactical vehicle driver training on 
existing trails, airmobile training, limited demolitions/explosives/pyrotechnics 
training, field fortifications/fighting positions training, helicopter rearming and 
refueling, and tactical vehicle maintenance; and field training exercises using 
blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other 
training devices 

Contraves C  
Contraves D 
 

UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing 
and optical tracking; Aircraft Systems: laser testing/training and optical tracking; 
Telemetry Receiver/Transmitter stations, Radar System operations 

Vehicle Test Courses 

Hot Weather Test Complex  

Testing of vehicle system Level and driveline components and of stability, 
handling, response and control 
Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDTE) for performance and 
reliability testing of military wheeled and tracked vehicles, sensors, and equipment 

Joint Use Test Complex Vehicle performance and reliability testing 

Laguna Paved (Paved RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
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TABLE B-1 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Laguna Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a 

Dynamometer Course) equipment 

Ride Dynamics  RDTE for performance and reliability testing of suspension on military wheeled 
and tracked vehicles 

Mud Dynamometer Course RDTE of military wheeled and tracked vehicles and assessment of mud terrain for 
mobility and performance 

Laguna Road Mud RDTE of performance and reliability testing military wheeled and tracked vehicles 
and assessment of mud terrain for mobility and performance 

Laguna Level Gravel RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Laguna Level Trails West RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Laguna Level Trails East RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Laguna Hilly Trails RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Kofa Level Gravel RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Muggins Dust Course  RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Middle East Course RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment; driver/convoy training 

Patton Level Gravel RDTE for performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Paved Longitudinal Grade 
and Side Slopes 

RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked military 
vehicles 

Patton Hilly Gravel RDTE of performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Patton Hilly Trail RDTE of performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Patton Level Trail RDTE of performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Sand Dynomometer 
Course 

RDTE of performance and reliability testing wheeled and tracked military vehicles; 
assessment of soft sand terrain for mobility and performance 

Sand Slopes RDTE of performance and reliability testing wheeled and tracked military vehicles; 
assessment of soft sand terrain for mobility and performance 

Vapor Lock Wash  RDTE of performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Patton Wash RDTE of performance and reliability testing wheeled vehicles; assessment of fluid-
transport systems using water only 
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TABLE B-1 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Laguna Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a 

Patton Off-Road RDTE of performance and reliability testing for high mobility/harsh terrain wheeled 
vehicles 

Fording Basin RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked military 
vehicles; driver/convoy training 

Muggins Mesa Area RDTE of performance and reliability testing of military vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

2% Sustained Speed 
Slope (U.S. Highway 95 
[US 95]) 

RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked military 
vehicles 

1-5% Sustained Speed 
Slope (Martinez Lake 
Road) 

RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked military 
vehicles 

Ride Dynamics (RMS, 
Pothole, Bump) 

RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked military 
vehicles 

Fuel Transfer Area RDTE of performance and reliability testing of vehicles and equipment for fuel 
transfer rate, fuel transport, and fluid transport 

Airfield Delivery Loading 
Ramp 

RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked military 
vehicles; assessment of ride handling, and air transportability of vehicle 

Curb Impact Course RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked military 
vehicles; assessment of urban terrain/rubble mobility/performance 

C-130 Air Transportability 
Testbed 

RDTE; assessment of air transportability of military vehicles and Military 
equipment 

Urban Rubble RDTE of performance and reliability testing wheeled and tracked military vehicles; 
assessment of urban terrain/rubble mobility/performance 

Vertical Steps RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked vehicles; 
assessment of mobility/performance 

Winch Test/Tiedown 
Facility 

RDTE of military equipment, assessment of winch performance and tie-down 
fixtures 

Bridging Devices RDTE of military bridge-laying equipment, assessment of reliability and 
performance 

V-Ditch and Obstacle Area RDTE of wheeled vehicles and tracked vehicles; assessment of 
mobility/performance 

Tilt Table RDTE of wheeled vehicles and tracked vehicles; assessment of safety and 
stability 

Roll-on/Roll-off Ramps RDTE and assessment of transportability of military vehicles and Military 
equipment 

Military Operations on 
Urban Terrain (MOUT) RDTE of wheeled vehicles; assessment of mobility/performance in urban terrain 

Operational Training and Testing 

Site 4 LTA for dismounted patrolling; wheeled vehicle maneuver (on- and off-road); 
military working dog training; land navigation; bivouac and base camps; Military 
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TABLE B-1 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Laguna Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a 

Operations in Urban Terrain; field training exercises using blanks, simulated 
munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other training devices; 
miscellaneous training 

Hill 630 Area and Training 
Area Bravo 

LTA for dismounted patrolling; wheeled vehicle maneuver (on- and off-road); 
military working dog training; land navigation; bivouac and base camps; field 
training exercises using blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot 
control agents, and other training devices; miscellaneous training 

FOB Site  

Base Camp Operations consisting of troop holding (bivouac); administrative 
functions; ammunition holding; fueling operations; motor pool operations; 
maintenance operations; food service operations; communications sites; mounted 
or dismounted security patrols; field training exercises using blanks, simulated 
munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other training services; 
miscellaneous training 

CALA Pad 

Training for aircraft (fixed and rotary wing) refueling operations; aircraft armament 
arming and operations, fuel, and ordnance holding areas; dismounted and 
mounted security patrols bivouac and base camps; mission support vehicle traffic; 
communications sites; air traffic control operations; field training exercises using 
blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other 
training devices; miscellaneous training 

Coyote Den 

Military Training Area Complex: military working dog obedience and explosives 
scent training, mounted and dismounted patrolling, land navigation, tactical military 
exercises, bivouac shelter, communications training, physical fitness training, 
tactical vehicle driver training on existing trails, airmobile training, limited 
demolitions/explosives/pyrotechnics training, field fortifications/fighting positions 
training, helicopter rearming and refueling, and tactical vehicle maintenance 

IRCC Tank Maintenance 
and Storage Ramada Tactical vehicle staging area; maintenance operations  

Geodetic GNSS/GPS 
Reference Station Network 
(GRSN)—North UAV (see 
locations in Cibola and 
Kofa) 

GPS Receiver locations 

Existing Road 
Infrastructure in Laguna 
Range 

Equipment moving logistics, moving targets, and sensor arrays 

Middle East 
Course/Muggins Mountain 

LTA for dismounted patrolling; wheeled vehicle maneuver (on- and off-road); 
military working dog training; land navigation; bivouac and base camps; field 
training exercises using blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot 
control agents, and other training devices; miscellaneous training 

Radar Site 3 

Mine and demolition charge testing, fire control; direct-fire Systems 
(nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and acceptance, shoulder-fired 
weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms systems, fire control; Indirect Fire 
Systems: mortars, artillery, guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions 
performance and acceptance; nonlethal weapons; smoke and obscurants: 
effectiveness and generation; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
temporary sensor positions, surveillance systems 

Meteorological and 
Simulations Facilities, 
Various Locations 

Mission support: real-time meteorological data  
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a Throughout the YPG Ranges there are numerous fixed sites that are used for a variety of purposes. Some 
were originally designed to support radar or optical instrumentation, camera sites, pads for equipment 
emplacement, landing pads, observation posts for visual observers, firing points, GPs, and impact areas. All of 
these sites also are used, as needed, to support UAS testing, to include temporary installation and employment 
of UAS launch/recovery systems, GCSs, command and control infrastructure, and refueling operations. UAS 
testing may include optical tracking (ground or aerial), laser rangefinder, and laser designator operations. Tests 
are conducted at these areas on ground- or tower-mounted sensors, balloon- or aerostat-mounted sensors, 
electro-optical sensors, infrared sensors, radar sensors, and unattended ground sensors, as well as wireless 
communications. These areas are also used for establishment of temporary firing positions to conduct ground 
weapons firing into approved impact areas, including small arms, shoulder-fired arms, mortars, rockets, RPGs, 
AT-4 LAWs, and other direct fire weapons. 
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TABLE B-2 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Cibola Region  
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a, b 

Munitions Impact Areas/Munitions Support/UAS 

Prospect Square 

Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, 
guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; Air/Missile Defense Systems; Bombing 

Rocket and Gun Horizontal (CRV-7) 

Direct-fire systems: rockets, guns, small arms, munitions 
performance and acceptance, fire control; Indirect fire systems: 
mortars, artillery, guided munitions, weapons systems; rocket and 
gun integration on manned and UAS platforms; flares and nonlethal 
weapons  

North Pad  

Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, 
guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; aircraft armaments and armament system integration 
rotary—firing; Training activities; UAS performance; Intelligence, 
Surveillance and Reconnaissance sensor testing 

Rocket Alley 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct-
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, 
guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; rocket integration on UAS platforms 

Site 6A UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
sensor testing 

Site 7B UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
sensor testing 

Site 9 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct 
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons, UAS performance testing and training 

Site 10 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct-
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons, UAS performance testing and training 

Site 10 Missile Test Facility 

Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing; Direct-fire 
Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons 

Site 12 Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing, UAS 
performance testing and training 
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TABLE B-2 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Cibola Region  
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a, b 

Site 12A 

UAS performance; Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor 
testing; direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions 
performance and acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons 
(nonmissile/rocket), small arms systems, fire control; Indirect Fire 
Systems: mortars, artillery, guided munitions, weapons systems, 
munitions performance and acceptance 

Site 14 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct-
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons 

Red Hill Road (Errant Hellfire Target) 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct-
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons 

Middle Mountain 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct-
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons; UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

South Pad 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing and 
rotary—firing; direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions 
performance and acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons 
(nonmissile/rocket), fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, 
artillery, guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions 
performance and acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight 
missiles; nonlethal weapons; training activities; UAS performance; 
Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

West Gun 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration rotary-firing; 
Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons; UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

Moving Target Indicator (MTI) Road 
(includes West Target Road) 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration rotary—
firing; direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions 
performance and acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons 
(nonmissile/rocket), fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, 
artillery, guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions 
performance and acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight 
missiles; nonlethal weapons; UAS performance; Intelligence, 
Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing 
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TABLE B-2 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Cibola Region  
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a, b 

CM 4 and CM 5.5  

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct-
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons; smoke and obscurants: effectiveness and generation; 
Aircraft Systems: laser testing; UAS performance; Intelligence, 
Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

CM 1 

Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; Air/Missile Defense Systems; Aircraft Systems: laser 
testing; UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

OP-9 Combined Arms Live Fire 
Exercise (CALFEX) Range 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct-
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal weapons; smoke and 
obscurants: effectiveness and generation; live fire training activities 

North Pad Crew Served Weapon 
(CSW) Range 

Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal weapons; smoke and 
obscurants: effectiveness and generation; live fire training activities 

Graze Multi-Purpose Range Complex 
(MPRC) 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration rotary-firing; 
Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; nonlethal weapons; smoke and obscurants: 
effectiveness and generation; live fire training activities; one sub-
range within the Graze MPRC, Grenade and Light Demo Range, is 
used for limited explosive containing munitions 

Long Range Artillery Impact Areas 
(LRA 5—LRA 7) 

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Mine 
and demolition charge testing, fire control; direct-fire Systems 
(nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and acceptance, 
shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms systems, 
fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; nonlethal weapons; smoke and obscurants: 
effectiveness and generation; Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance: temporary sensor positions, surveillance systems 

Long Range Munitions  

Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, long range precision guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; nonlethal weapons; smoke and obscurants: 
effectiveness and generation; aircraft armaments and armament 
systems integration firing; gun positions: fixed sites with some level 
of permanent infrastructure used for munitions performance and 
acceptance. The gun positions would also support test associated 
data collection and instrumentation activities. 
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No Action Alternative Activities in the Cibola Region  
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a, b 

Convoy Live Fire Range 

Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; Training for mounted multiple vehicle gunnery (various 
caliber)—including smoke, riot control agents, and pyrotechnics; 
vehicle maneuver on roads and trails within Prospect Square Impact 
Area; live fire training activities 

Stinger Pole Target Range 

Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, 
guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; Training for firing of man portable and vehicle mounted 
air defense missiles and machine guns from stationary and moving 
positions; launch and recover drone target aircraft; bivouac and 
base camps; field training exercises using blanks, simulated 
munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other 
training devices; miscellaneous training 

Cibola Direct Fire Range 

Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, fire control; Ammunition RDTE; Weapon Systems 
RDTE; small arms; Indirect-fire Systems, mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions; weapons systems; munitions performance and 
acceptance 

Moving Target Range 

Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, 
guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance 

Gauna Peak UAS—Weapons Integration, performance; Intelligence, Surveillance 
and Reconnaissance: sensor testing, laser testing 

Horizontal Impact Area 

Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing; 
Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, 
guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance 

Compact Automatic Centroid 
Tracking Instrumentation System 
(CACTIS) Target Board 

Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

Maverick Target Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing, 
target acquisition [Currently Destroyed] 

Detection and Recognition Target 
Arrays (DET/REC)  

Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing, 
target acquisition  

Near Bar/Far Bar Radar Test Area Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance: sensor testing and 
optical tracking, target acquisition architectures 

MPS-25 Radar Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing and equipment 
drop testing 

GBOSS Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing, 
target acquisition 
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IDAS Sensor Site 

UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
sensor testing and optical tracking; Direct-fire Systems 
(nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and acceptance, fire 
control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided munitions, 
weapons systems, munitions performance and acceptance 

Persistent Surveillance System Test 
Area (west of La Posa DZ) 

Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing; 
Direct-fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, 
guided munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance 

Sidewinder Sensor Site Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

Satellite Reference Station 1 Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing; UAS 
performance 

Satellite Reference Station 2 Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing; UAS 
performance 

Drop Zones 

Mohave Circular DZ 147 Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational 
testing/training, and equipment drop testing; Explosive drops 

Robby\La Posa DZ 1053 Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational 
testing/training, and equipment drop testing 

Sidewinder Circular DZ 090 

Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational 
testing/training, and equipment drop testing; UAS performance, 
operations; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor 
testing; helicopter assault operations; dismounted patrolling using 
blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control 
agents and other training devices; wheeled vehicle operations (on- 
and off-road) 

Corral Circular DZ 392 Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational 
testing/training, and equipment drop testing; Explosive drops 

Ironwood Circular DZ 
Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational 
testing/training, and equipment drop testing; Explosive drops 
(licensed for DU drops) 

Los Angeles Circular DZ 1128 

Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational 
testing/training, and equipment drop testing; Helicopter assault 
operations; UAS operations; dismounted patrolling using blanks, 
simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents and 
other training devices; wheeled vehicle operations (on-and off-road) 

Tyson DZ Air Delivery System/Airdrop: manned drop testing, operational 
testing/training, and equipment drop testing 

Tyson Dirt Landing Zone Fixed and rotary wing assault training 
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No Action Alternative Activities in the Cibola Region  
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a, b 

UAS and Aviation Facilities 

C-17 Landing Strip 

UAS: weapons integration, performance; electronic 
countermeasures: IEDs; Direct Fire Systems (Nonmissile/Rocket): 
munitions performance and acceptance; Indirect Fire Systems: 
mortars, weapons systems, munitions performance and acceptance; 
Fixed and rotary wing assault training; Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

Site 8 UAV Complex 

UAS: weapons integration, performance; Intelligence, Surveillance 
and Reconnaissance: long-range sensor testing, munitions firing 
support; direct Fire Systems (Nonmissile/Rocket): munitions 
performance and acceptance; Aircraft Systems: FARP; Indirect Fire 
Weapons Systems: mortars, munitions performance and 
acceptance; UAS/UAV training operations 

Site 8A UAS testing; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
munitions firing support  

Joint UAS Facility (North UAV 
Complex) 

UAS: weapons integration, performance; Intelligence, Surveillance 
and Reconnaissance: long-range sensor testing, munitions firing 
support, aerostat emplacement; direct Fire Systems 
(Nonmissile/Rocket): munitions performance and acceptance; 
Aircraft Systems: FARP; Indirect Fire Weapons Systems: mortars, 
munitions performance and acceptance; UAS/UAV training 
operations; direct and indirect weapons firing, and small arms 

4-K Helipad UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
long-range sensor testing; FARP; Training for FARP 

IRCC Helipad 
UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
sensor testing; FARP; direct and indirect weapons firing, lasing, and 
small arms 

Airborne Detection Area Engineering Equipment: mine detection and neutralization 
capabilities; demolition/munitions; Training for FARP 

Comanche Flats (Helipad) 

UAS performance; Lot Acceptance Testing; Training for FARP, fuel 
and ordnance holding areas: dismounted and mounted security 
patrols; mission support vehicle traffic; communications sites; air 
traffic control operations; Military Training Area Complex: MWD 
obedience and explosives scent training, mounted and dismounted 
patrolling, land navigation, tactical military exercises, bivouac 
shelter, communications training, physical fitness training, tactical 
vehicle driver training on existing trails, airmobile training, limited 
demolitions/explosives/pyrotechnics training, field 
fortifications/fighting positions training, and tactical vehicle 
maintenance; Field training exercises using blanks, simulated 
munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other 
training devices; miscellaneous training; direct and indirect weapons 
firing, missiles, rockets, guns, and small arms 

40-ft Dropsite Impact Performance Testing: drop testing of munitions from heights 
of up to 40-ft 

Site 10 Missile Test Facility 

UAS: weapons integration, performance; Intelligence, Surveillance 
and Reconnaissance: long-range sensor testing, munitions firing 
support; direct Fire Systems (Nonmissile/Rocket): munitions 
performance and acceptance; Aircraft Systems: FARP; Indirect Fire 
Weapons Systems: mortars, artillery, guided munitions, munitions 
performance and acceptance; UAS/UAV training operations 
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ECUT Pad 

Intelligence; Surveillance and Reconnaissance: aerostat platform 
and sensor technology testing and training; Electromagnetic 
Counter Measure Device (ECMD) testing and training, Naval Air 
Systems Command—Skybus program  

Alpha Pad (PGSS Site) 
Bravo Pad (PGSS Site) 
Charlie Pad (PGSS Site) 
RUS Pad (PTDS Site) 
OP Puma Pad 
West II Pad 
LA Pad 

Intelligence; Surveillance and Reconnaissance: aerostat platform 
and sensor technology testing and training 

Z-12 

Mine and demolition charge testing, fire control; direct-fire Systems 
(nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and acceptance, 
shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms systems, 
fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, weapons systems, 
munitions performance and acceptance; supports ground and aerial 
firing in conjunction with Middle Mountain Road Impact Area; 
nonlethal weapons; smoke and obscurants: effectiveness and 
generation; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
temporary sensor positions, surveillance systems; UAS: weapons 
integration, performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance: long-range sensor testing, munitions firing 
support; direct Fire Systems (Nonmissile/Rocket): munitions 
performance and acceptance; Aircraft Systems: FARP; Indirect Fire 
Weapons Systems: mortars, artillery, guided munitions, munitions 
performance and acceptance; UAS/UAV testing and training 
operations 

Site 16  UAS performance testing: Intelligence Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance sensor testing and laser testing 

Site 18  UAS performance testing: Intelligence Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance sensor testing 

Site 9  

Aircraft armaments and armament systems integration firing; Direct 
fire Systems (nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and 
acceptance, shoulder-fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms 
systems, fire control; Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided 
munitions, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance; missiles/rockets: line-of-sight missiles; nonlethal 
weapons, UAS performance testing and training 

Engineering Common Use Test 
(ECUT) area 

UAS: weapons integration and performance, ECMD testing and 
training 

Simulated Minefield  UAS: weapons integration and performance; Intelligence, 
Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing 

Aerostat Mooring Site Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: sensor testing, 
weapons integration 

Phoenix UAS Site 

UAS: weapons integration, performance; Intelligence, Surveillance 
and Reconnaissance: long-range sensor testing, munitions firing 
support; direct Fire Systems (Nonmissile/Rocket): munitions 
performance and acceptance; Aircraft Systems: FARP; Indirect Fire 
Weapons Systems: mortars, artillery, guided munitions, munitions 
performance and acceptance; testing and training 
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Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a, b 

Vehicle Test Courses 

Cibola Lake Mud Course RDTE of wheeled and tracked vehicles, assessment of mud terrain 
for mobility and performance 

Rock Ledge Course RDTE of performance and reliability testing of vehicles, sensors, 
and equipment; driver/convoy training 

Cibola Mile Post 72 Dust Course 
RDTE of performance testing of wheeled and tracked military 
vehicles: equipment in a heavy sand/dust environment; assessment 
of weapon system performance 

Desert March RDTE of performance and reliability testing of vehicles, sensors, 
and equipment; driver/convoy training 

BTE Course 

Light Maneuver Area for training of dismounted patrolling, wheeled 
vehicle maneuver (on- and off-road), military working dog, land 
navigation, bivouac and base camps; Field training exercises using 
blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control 
agents, and other training devices; miscellaneous training 

Phoenix Site (straight test road with 
facility) Automotive vehicles: performance and reliability testing 

Tire Bruise and US 95 (from Imperial 
Dam Road, guns, to MP 92) 

RDTE of wheeled vehicles: assessment of wheel/tire performance 
on rough terrain 

JERC Sites 

JERC I 

UAS performance; Engineering Equipment: mine detection and 
neutralization capabilities, demolition/munitions; Electronic 
countermeasures: IEDs; Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance: target acquisition architectures (sensors/radars), 
sensor testing and optical tracking; Aircraft Systems: laser 
testing/training and optical tracking; Automotive Vehicles: system 
level and driveline components, electrical system/software 
performance, stability, handling, response & control, turret and 
weapons system; Light Maneuver Area for dismounted patrolling, 
wheeled vehicle maneuver (on and off road), military working dog 
training, land navigation, bivouac and base camps; Field Training 
Exercises using blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, 
riot control agents, and other training devices; miscellaneous 
training 

Joint Test Tunnels Range (JTTR)—
located within JERC I 

Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: target acquisition 
architectures (sensors/radars); unmanned ground vehicles 

JERC II 

UAS performance; Extreme natural environments; Intelligence, 
Surveillance and Reconnaissance: target acquisition architectures 
(sensors/radars), sensor testing and optical tracking; Aircraft 
Systems: laser testing/training and optical tracking; Light Maneuver 
Area for dismounted patrolling, wheeled vehicle maneuver (on-
road), military working dog training, land navigation, bivouac and 
base camps; Field Training Exercises using blanks, simulated 
munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other 
training devices; miscellaneous training 
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JERC III 

UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
target acquisition architectures (sensors/radars), sensor testing and 
optical tracking; Aircraft Systems: laser testing/training and optical 
tracking ; Engineering Equipment: mine detection and neutralization 
capabilities, demolition/munitions; Electronic countermeasures: 
IEDs; extreme natural environments; Light Maneuver Area for 
dismounted patrolling, wheeled vehicle maneuver (on-road), military 
working dog training, land navigation, bivouac and base camps, field 
training exercises using blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, 
pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other training devices; 
miscellaneous training 

Gun Positions/Operational Training and Testing 

Middle Mountains 

Light Maneuver Area for dismounted patrolling, wheeled vehicle 
maneuver (on- and off-road); military working dog training; land 
navigation; bivouac and base camps; field training exercises using 
blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control 
agents, and other training devices; miscellaneous training 

Castle Dome FOB Site 

Base Camp Operations consisting of troop holding (bivouac); 
administrative functions; ammunition holding; fueling operations; 
motor pool operations; maintenance operations; food service 
operations; communications sites; mounted or dismounted security 
patrols; field training exercises using blanks, simulated munitions, 
smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and other training 
services); miscellaneous training 

Geodetic GNSS/GPS Reference 
Station Network (GRSN)—Sub-
Station F, Building 2067, Building 
3699 (see locations in Laguna and 
Kofa) 

GPS Receiver locations 

Existing Road Infrastructure in Cibola 
Range Equipment moving logistics, moving targets, and sensor arrays 

Firefinder Compound, Radar Site 1, 
Radar Site 2, Radar Site 3, and the 
Counter-Fire Compound 

Base stations for testing counter-battery radar systems; include hard 
power; instrumentation shelters; telecommunications infrastructure; 
concrete pads for the radar systems and associated work areas 

Meteorological and Simulations 
Facilities, Various Locations Mission support: real-time meteorological data  

Large Multi Purpose Environmental 
Chamber (LMPEC) 

Environmental chambers are used to expose vehicles and 
equipment to extreme temperatures and varying levels of humidity 



APPENDIX B—ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED UNDER THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

 B-15 

TABLE B-2 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Cibola Region  
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a, b 

CM 9 East GP 
Cibola Target Boundary GP 
Site 16 GP 
CM 9 West GP 
C17 North GP 
C17 South (South) GP 
Mound C GP 
CM 1 West GP 
La Posa DZ GP 
Mound C Archer GP 
Site 8 GP 
West Target Road GP 
BM1072 GP 
Excalibur SW GP 
LADZ GP 
Site 18 GP 
Rocket Alley Excalibur GP 
LADZ East GP 
SW GP (~CM3) 

Indirect Fire Systems: Fixed sites with some level of permanent 
infrastructure used for munitions performance and acceptance; 
ammunition and weapons systems RDTE, Indirect-Fire systems 
such as artillery, howitzers, and mortars. Direct fire systems, tanks, 
infantry fighting vehicles, armored personnel carriers, with medium 
and large caliber weapons and missiles. Rockets (foreign and 
domestic), missiles, surveillance systems and Radar systems may 
also be utilized. The areas also support test associated data 
collection and instrumentation activities. 

 a Throughout the YPG Ranges there are numerous fixed sites that are used for a variety of purposes. Some 
were originally designed to support radar or optical instrumentation, camera sites, pads for equipment 
emplacement, landing pads, observation posts for visual observers, firing points, GPs, and impact areas. All of 
these sites also are used, as needed, to support UAS testing, to include temporary installation and employment 
of UAS launch/recovery systems, GCSs, command and control infrastructure, and refueling operations. UAS 
testing may include optical tracking (ground or aerial), laser rangefinder, and laser designator operations. Tests 
are conducted at these areas on ground- or tower-mounted sensors, balloon- or aerostat-mounted sensors, 
electro-optical sensors, infrared sensors, radar sensors, and unattended ground sensors, as well as wireless 
communications. These areas are also used for establishment of temporary firing positions to conduct ground 
weapons firing into approved impact areas, including small arms, shoulder-fired arms, mortars, rockets, RPGs, 
AT-4 LAWs, and other direct fire weapons.  
b Not all Activity Areas appearing in the table appear on the Existing Activities Figures. 
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Munitions Impact Areas 

Alpha Impact Area 
Bravo Impact Area 
Charlie Impact Area 
Delta Impact Area 
Echo Impact Area 
Foxtrot Impact Area 
Splinter Impact Area 
Ramsdell Ranch Impact Area 
East Smart Weapons Test Range-
(SWTR) Impact Area 
West SWTR Impact Area 
East Impact Area 

Multi-purpose, multi-use impact areas used to support diverse test 
activities that require the firing of air-to-ground, ground-to-ground, 
ground-to-air munitions, projectiles, missiles, mortar cartridges, mines, 
demolition charges, flares, or the dispensing of chaff or other 
countermeasures. Weapon systems can vary from man-fired to large 
caliber. Munition types can vary and can include HE, illumination, 
smoke training-practice, white phosphorous, red phosphorous, 
submunitions, inert fill, DU (in DU licensed area). Munitions fired into 
these areas can be ballistic or guided when fired/released. Weapons 
used against targets at this site are ground fired/launched, or aerially 
fired/launched. When required, targets are used during testing, ranging 
from vehicles (stationary and/or moving) to targets constructed of 
common construction materials (metal, wood, masonry, etc.). 
Unimproved gun positions and sensor/instrumentation sites are 
established/used within these areas as required. The sites support 
testing of items such as, but not limited to mines, munitions, 
submunitions, surveillance systems, demolition charges, howitzers, 
artillery systems, tanks, mortars, trucks (military and commercial), 
radar systems, detectors (vehicle mounted, manned, unmanned, 
remotely operated), networked sensor and weapon systems, combat 
vehicles, etc. Final hazard classification and Insensitive Munition 
testing is also conducted and can include tests such as bullet impact, 
fast cookoff, sympathetic detonation, fragment impact, shaped charge 
impact, arena detonation, etc. The areas also support test associated 
data collection and instrumentation activities. Mobility and limited 
maneuver is also conducted and can involve military convoys, "shoot 
and scoot" scenarios, forward observation operations, lasing, 
rangefinding, etc.  

Pyrotechnics Evaluation Range 
Impact  
Demo Site 
Sonoran Demolition Range 
Big Bird Impact 
Sparker Impact 
Height of Bursting Scoring Impact 
Zulu Impact  
South Improved Conventional 
Munitions Impact 
Brez Impact 
XM785 HE Impact 
M509 Impact 
Mullins Impact 
Lima Impact 
XM753 Impact 
Extended HE Short Impact 
Extended HE Long Impact 
Romeo Impact 
Adam Impact 
Eve Impact 
M753 Impact 
Cain Field Impact 
Brown Field Impact 
M785 Impact 

Smaller, more specialized, multi-use impact areas used to support test 
activities as described for the larger multi-use impact areas. 
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Yuma Proving Ground 
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Variable Time Impact 
Jammer Impact 
East Impact 
Kruger Impact 
Ramsdell Ranch Impact 
Excalibur Target Array 

Sonoran Deflagration Site (SDS) 
/Kofa Deflagration Site (KADS) 

Specialized impact area where munitions cook-offs are conducted to 
determine munition stability exposure to fire  

Gun Positions, Developmental Test and Demonstration/Experimentation Areas 

Mine Countermine and Demolitions 
(MCD) 

Engineering Equipment: testing, mines, mine detection and 
neutralization capabilities, demolition/munitions. 

Mine Field Area (Old Mine) Engineering Equipment: Munitions performance and acceptance, 
outdoor long term storage evaluations of munitions and equipment 

Counter-mine Test and Training 
Range (includes R2311) 

Engineering Equipment: mine detection and neutralization capabilities, 
demolition/munitions; Electronic countermeasures: IEDs; UAS 
performance 

Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) 
Detection Range 

Engineering Equipment: mine detection and neutralization capabilities, 
demolition/munitions; Electronic countermeasures: IEDs 

Combat Systems Firing Range 

Direct fire systems, tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, armored personnel 
carriers, medium and large caliber weapons. Direct fire munitions 
performance and acceptance, fire control. Indirect fire systems, 
mortars, artillery, howitzers medium and large caliber weapons. 
Indirect fire performance and acceptance, fire control. Aircraft 
Armaments, inert fire only. Reliability and performance testing of 
combat vehicles, c4ISR sensors, counter-IED systems and training 
devices, laser rangefinder, far target locators, RDTE, performance and 
reliability testing of wheeled and tracked vehicles, suspensions and fire 
control. Training for tank tables, infantry squad battle course, scout 
squad attack course, infantry platoon battle course, firing and crew 
certification of attack helicopters. 

Combat Systems Maneuver Range 

Direct Fire Systems: Off and on road maneuvers of tracked and 
wheeled combat vehicles, inert fire only, Infantry/Cavalry Unit Training 
(Up to 160 Soldiers, 24 Combat Vehicles; Maximum 12 Active at One 
Time, and 15 Support Vehicles); Company on Company Exercises 
(Double Cavalry Unit Training); infantry/cavalry bivouac; night testing; 
use of smoke and obscurants; RDTE of weapon systems/vehicles in 
operational maneuver environment 

Red Bluff Firing Range Same uses as Combat Systems Firing Range 

White Phosphorous Detonation 
Area Demolition, testing and detonation of White Phosphorous munitions 

SPH Maneuver Area 

Indirect Fire Systems: combat vehicle system operation, firing, and or 
driving for testing or operational testing to support system evaluations. 
Maneuver Area for combat wheeled or tracked vehicles, maneuver 
(on-road); field training exercises; miscellaneous training; Indirect Fire 
Systems: mortars, weapons systems, munitions performance and 
acceptance 
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GP 26500R 
GP 4221Z 
GP 3835Z 
GP 21A 
GP 21 
GP 19.1 
GP 15 
GP 13A 
GP 12 
GP 8 
GP 5 
GP 4 
GP 2 

Indirect Fire Systems: Fixed sites with some level of permanent 
infrastructure used for munitions performance and acceptance; 
ammunition and weapons systems RDTE, Indirect-Fire systems such 
as artillery, howitzers, and mortars. Direct fire systems, tanks, infantry 
fighting vehicles, armored personnel carriers, with medium and large 
caliber weapons and missiles. Rockets (foreign and domestic), 
missiles, surveillance systems and Radar systems may also be 
utilized. The areas also support test associated data collection and 
instrumentation activities. 

GP 17A  
GP 20  

Indirect & Direct Fire Systems: Munitions performance and 
acceptance; Ammunition and Weapons Systems RDTE, Indirect-Fire 
systems such as artillery, howitzers, and mortars. Direct fire systems, 
tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, armored personnel carriers, medium 
and large caliber weapons. Ground fired rockets and missiles 
surveillance systems and Radar systems. Includes use of DU firing 
into Licensed DU impact area. 

Unimproved GPs  

Indirect Fire Systems: Various throughout KFR, sites used to support, 
tests on an as needed basis such as munitions performance and 
acceptance; Ammunition and Weapons Systems RDTE, Indirect-Fire 
systems such as artillery, howitzers, and mortars. Direct fire systems, 
tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, armored personnel carriers, medium 
and large caliber weapons. Ground fired rockets and missiles 
surveillance systems and Radar systems. The areas also support test 
associated data collection and instrumentation activities 

Observation Towers, Observation 
Points, Bunkers 

Indirect Fire Systems: Various throughout KFR, sites used to support, 
test on an as needed basis such as munitions performance and 
acceptance; Ammunition and Weapons Systems RDTE, Indirect-Fire 
systems such as artillery, howitzers, and mortars. Direct fire systems, 
tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, armored personnel carriers, medium 
and large caliber weapons. Ground fired rockets and missiles 
surveillance systems and Radar systems. The areas also support test 
associated data collection and instrumentation activities 

Crusader Complex 

Indirect Fire Systems: Fixed Site with multiple buildings primarily used 
to support test operations occurring at GP 3835Z and GP 4221Z. The 
areas also support test associated data collection and instrumentation 
activities 

Airborne Detection Ranges 

Engineering Equipment: Area designated for surveillance and sensor 
system RDTE. Surveillance and sensor systems can be ground based 
(vehicle mounted, handheld, etc.) or air based (fixed wing, rotary wing 
or aerostat). Targets and clutter are emplaced and surveyed 
throughout the areas as required. 

SWTR 

Engineering Equipment: Munitions performance and acceptance; 
Ammunition and Weapons Systems RDTE. Ground launched 
scatterable munitions, vehicle engagements, ground sensors, combat 
vehicle test lanes for tactical vehicle engagements. 
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TABLE B-3 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Kofa Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a,b, c 

Twin Peaks/North Boundary Road Direct Fire Systems: RDTE of combat vehicles; C4ISR, sensors, and 
training devices; laser rangefinders and far-target locators 

S-15/CRAM area 
Radar Site 1 
Radar Site 2 
Radar Site 3 
Firefinder Compound 
Counter-fire Compound 

Mine and demolition charge testing, fire control; direct-fire Systems 
(nonmissile/rocket): munitions performance and acceptance, shoulder-
fired weapons (nonmissile/rocket), small arms systems, fire control; 
Indirect Fire Systems: mortars, artillery, guided munitions, weapons 
systems, munitions performance and acceptance; nonlethal weapons; 
smoke and obscurants: effectiveness and generation; Intelligence, 
Surveillance and Reconnaissance: temporary sensor positions, 
surveillance systems 

Vehicle Test Courses 

Middle East Course 
RDTE of performance and reliability testing of vehicles; driver/convoy 
training 

Kofa Dust Course 
RDTE of performance and reliability testing of wheeled and tracked 
military vehicles and equipment in a heavy sand/dust environment 

Pole Line Road and Firing Front 
Road (between GP 15 and GP 20) 

RDTE of performance and reliability testing of vehicles, sensors, and 
equipment 

Combat Systems Firing Range 
Bump Course 

RDTE performance testing of suspension and fire control systems for 
wheeled and tracked military vehicles 

UAS and Aviation Facilities 

Contraves D 
Contraves E 
Contraves F 
Contraves G 
Contraves H 
Contraves I 
Contraves J 
Hog Hill  

UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
sensor testing and optical tracking; Aircraft Systems: laser 
testing/training and optical tracking; Telemetry Receiver/Transmitter 
stations, Radar System operations 

Tower 48 

Used as radar, sensor, relay, telecom and data transmittal sites to host 
and support testing and operation of various intercept weapon systems 
that are networked together with a variety of sensors designed to work 
as a system. Rotary wing aircraft refueling operations; UAS 
performance 

Tower 49 UAS performance 

Tower L UAS performance 

Tower 31 Meteorology station, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
instrumentation test support 

Tower M Meteorology station, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
instrumentation test support 

Twin Peaks 

UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
sensor testing and optical tracking; Aircraft Systems: laser 
testing/training and optical tracking; Telemetry Receiver/Transmitter 
stations, Radar System operations 
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TABLE B-3 
No Action Alternative Activities in the Kofa Region 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Activity Area Activities a,b, c 

Windy Hill 

UAS performance; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance: 
sensor testing and optical tracking; Aircraft Systems: laser 
testing/training and optical tracking; Telemetry Receiver/Transmitter 
stations, Radar System operations; Forward Observer operations 

Operational Testing and Training 
SWTR Site 
Muggins Mountains (Middle East 
Course) 
Tower 71 
Scams Flats 

Light Maneuver Area for dismounted patrolling; wheeled vehicle 
maneuver (on- and off-road); military working dog training; land 
navigation; bivouac and base camps; field training exercises using 
blanks, simulated munitions, smoke, pyrotechnics, riot control agents, 
and other training devices; -miscellaneous training 

Echo Pad 
Delta Pad 
SWTR Pad 

Intelligence; Surveillance and Reconnaissance: aerostat platform and 
sensor technology testing and training  

Howitzer Movement Area 

Maneuver Area for combat wheeled or tracked vehicles, maneuver 
(on-road); field training exercises; miscellaneous training; Indirect Fire 
Systems: mortars, artillery, guided munitions, weapons systems, 
munitions performance and acceptance 

East Impact (in addition to impact 
area) 

Training for demolitions, rapid runway repair, and airfield damage 
repair; small arms training; bivouac and base camp training; mounted 
and dismounted security patrols; field training exercises using blanks, 
simulated munitions, smoke pyrotechnics, riot control agents, and 
other training devices; miscellaneous training; Rotary wing aircraft 
refueling operations 

Geodetic GNSS/GPS Reference 
Station Network (GRSN)—East 
Kofa (see locations in Laguna and 
Cibola) 

GPS Receiver locations 

Existing Road Infrastructure in Kofa 
Range 

Equipment moving logistics, moving targets, vehicle convoy, and sensor 
arrays 

Meteorological and Simulations 
Facilities, Various Locations Mission support: real-time meteorological data  

Other Test Support Areas  

Ammunition Preparation Facilities Indirect & Direct Fire Systems: permanent facilities for assembly, 
inspection, preparation and staging of munitions. 

Environmental Simulation Facilities 

Indirect & Direct Fire Systems: various facilities, munition RDTE for 
subjecting munitions to a variety of simulated mechanical and 
environmental conditions (vibration, climatic, drop, GP5, LMPEC, x-
ray, etc.) 

Ammunition Storage Facilities Array of ammunition storage magazines and associated security and 
logistic infrastructure 

a Throughout the YPG Ranges there are numerous fixed sites that are used for a variety of purposes. Some 
were originally designed to support radar or optical instrumentation, camera sites, pads for equipment 
emplacement, landing pads, observation posts for visual observers, firing points, GPs, and impact areas. All of 
these sites are also used, as needed, to support conduct of UAS testing, to include temporary installation and 
employment of UAS launch/recovery systems, GCS, command and control infrastructure, and refueling 
operations. Testing includes optical tracking (ground or aerial), laser range finder and laser designator 
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operations. Sensor tests are conducted at these areas to include ground or tower mounted, balloon or aerostat 
mounted electro-optical, infrared, radar, unattended ground sensors and wireless communications. These areas 
are also used for establishment of temporary firing positions to conduct ground weapons firing into approved 
impact areas, including small arms, shoulder-fired, mortars, rockets, RPGs, AT-4 LAW, and other direct fire 
weapons.  
b Described impact areas not appearing on maps are part of larger consolidated impact area. 
c Not all Activity Areas appearing in the table appear on the Existing Activities Figures.  
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Established Gun Positions on Yuma Proving Ground 
Yuma Proving Ground 
 
10000R BG PT 
1010 MVT 
10335 VT 
10500 VT 
10670Z 
10712R 
10712R BG PT 
10966 R 
10976VT 
11567 VT 
11582per 
11742CR 
11978 VT 
1198 MVT 
12294 L 
12308 CR 
12404 VT 
12530 R 
12708ER 
13154 VT 
13250 VT 
13393L 
13433r 
13616 VT 
13933 L 
14378R 
14398 R 
14433 VT 
14471wr 
14700 CC VT 
14776 Brown 
14847R 
14956 EVE BG PT 
15666 R 
15670 BREZ 
15670b 
16000 VT 
16307R 
16307R BG PT 
16373 Per 

16373PER 
16600mullins 
16703 CR 
16806L 
16900L 
17.1 MFCS GP 
17024 VT 
17100vt 
17500 L 
17665R 
18.8 Cibola 
183 MVT 
18500 L 
18643 VT 
18643VT BG PT 
18700 CR 
19.1 South 
19500 VT 
19896 PER 
19896per 
1n 
1s 
2 
20.5 OP T-Bar 
20040 VT 
20230 CR 
2049MVT 
21176L 
21345 R 
21a 
2376 VT 
2490 R 
24909 R 
25044 R 
25044R BG PT 
25153R BG PT 
26274 VT 
26428 VT 
26500 R 
26900 VT 

27353R (27535R) 
27925VT 
28427 VT 
2900 J 
29978 VT 
2n 
2s 
30.1 
30656R 
30926 R 
31299j 
32026 R 
3292 VT 
3320 MVT 
33598EVE BG PT 
3427 VT 
350 MVT 
3835 Z 
3880 VT 
3n 
3s 
4 
4008 MVT 
4150 ADAM 
4150adam 
4221Z 
425 MVT 
425Alt 
4400EVE 
45666r 
4736mullins 
4800 J 
4850 East Roar 
4870 VT 
4997 Cain 
5 
CFC 500N 
5500c 
5700MVT 
5800 J 
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6010 VT 
6111 VT 
6500 East  Roar 
6500 J 
6500 VT 
6600W ROAR 
660Z BG PT 
6638 MVT 
7016 VT 
7045 MVT 
7313 VT 
7313vt 
7393R 
7393R BG PT 
753 MVT 
7676 VT 
7701 VT 
8 
803 
8500c-1 
8624 VT 
8976 VT 
9102 BREZ 
9102 BREZ BG MON 
9300 VT 
944 VT 
9500 J 
9500 JAM 
9514 R 
9704 VT 
9704mvt 
9807Z 
9939 L 
Alt 20 
ALT 20 TBAR 
ARTHUR2 
BG 4413 PETE 
BG 4413 PETE (Duplicate) 
BG MON @ SAD 9 
BG MON GP 10 
BG MON GP 2 
BG PT OP 27.1 
BG PT OP23.1 

Big Bird 
BM R14.8A 
BOP @ ICM 
BOP GP 
Bunker B T-Bar 
Bunker L 
Bunker N FF 
Bunker O 
C17 North (M777 LWH) 
C-17 XM982 
CFC 1 
CFC 1.5K 
CFC 1K 
CFC 2 
CFC 3 
CFC 4 
CFC 5 
CFC 500W 
CFC 6.2 
CFC 6.8 
CFC 7.5 
CFC 8 
CFC 9 
CINCO[5] 
CM1 West Gun 
CM-9 
CM9 Excalibur 
CM9 South GP (Paladin) 
Contraves J 
CSFR 
DFII 
Dragon Fire T-Bar 
East TV 
EM Gun 
FF 10670Z 
FF 14 ALT 
FF 14.1 
FF 14.1 
FF 14398R 
FF 14ALT 
FF 16806L 
FF 16900L 
FF 17 

FF 18400 L 
FF 18400 L 
FF 19.1 
FF 19.1 T-BAR 
FF 24B 
FF 29 
FF 2ALT 
FF 34 
FF 34 T-BAR 
FF 5676Z 
FF 6387Z 
FF 6950 
FF 7 TBAR 
FF 70L 
FF 7680Z 
FF 8.0B 
FF 9807Z 
FF BUNKER B 
FF Bunker M 
FF GP 12294L 
FF GP 14.8 
FF GP 15738L 
FF GP 1582E 
FF GP 16307L 
FF GP 17500L 
FF GP 18500L 
FF GP 2490R 
FF GP 30926R 
FF GP 52 
FF GP 75L 
FF GP 9939L 
FF GP-12 
FF GP-13 
FF GP-14 
FF GP-15 
FF GP-16 
FF GP-18 
FF GP-19 
FF GP-19.1 
FF GP-2 
FF GP-20 
FF GP-21 
FF GP-22 
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FF GP-23 
FF GP-24 
FF GP-25 
FF GP-26 
FF GP-28 
FF GP-3 
FF GP-6 
FF GP-7 
FF Radar Site 1 
FF Radar Site 2 
FF Radar Site 3 
FF SITE 2N 
FF SITE 2S 
FF SITE 2S 
FF14.8 
FF-14378 R 
FF-1582 E 
FF-19 
FF-24B 
FF-25 
FF-3B 
FF-52 
FF60L 
FF-6950Z 
FF-7680 Z 
FFCP Q36C 
FF-GP-100L 
FF-GP-100L 
FF-GP-5 
FF-GP-70L 
FF-GP-75L 
FF-GP-80L 
FF-GP-80L 
FF-GP-85L 
FF-GP-90L 
FF-GP-90L 
GO—1 
GO—2 
GP 1 DISC 
GP 10 16IN 
GP 10 VERT. 
GP 12 
GP 13A 

GP 14 
GP 15 
GP 17A 
GP 18.8 
GP 19 
GP 19.1 
GP 2 
GP 2 (NEW MAIN FRONT) 
GP 20 
GP 21 
GP 23.1 
GP 26.2 
GP 26.2 
GP 27.1 
GP 3 (NEW MAIN FRONT) 
GP 30.1 
GP 4 
GP 4 (NEW MAIN FRONT) 
GP 4.3k 
GP 4.7 
GP 5 
GP 8 
GP 802 
GP 8500CL 
GP 9175CL 
GP 9175CL 
GP ICM 
GP-1 
GP-1 
GP14 BG PT 
GP15 1K 
GP-15 1K 
GP-15 IP(1985) 
GP18.1 
gp1k 
GP-20 DISK 
GP-21A 
GP-22 (FF) 
GP-22.1 
GP-22.1 
GP-23 
GP29.1 
GP-4 BG MON (1985) 

GP-4 LAV DISK (1985) 
GP6.8 
GP-6.8 
gp6k 
GP8.9 
GP-8.9 
GP802 
Graze Range 
Graze Range (Duplicate) 
Hard Mount Red Bluff 
Hex 11.1 
icm 
ICM  N 
Imp R PK Nail 
ktm3 
ktm4 
LADZ Gun Position 
La Posa DZ West Gun 
La Posa DZ Gun  (south) 
LCMR 1.1K 
LCMR 2.3K 
LCMR 2k 
LCMR 3K 
LCMR 4.3K 
LCMR 5K 
LCMR-3 
LP7 
LPWS 3 
LPWS1 
LPWS2 
LPWS4 
LWT 2 FF 
LWT 4 C HUB 
LWT 4 FF 
LWT 5 FF HUB 
LWT 5 FF HUB 
LWT1 
LWT-3 
LWT-4-C 
LWT-6 
mcd 
MCD MICLIC 
MFP4 
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MLRS 
MON 14776 BRN 
MON 17286R 
MON 3427VT 
MON 4997 CAIN 
MON 8976VT 
MON GP 23 
MON GP 6 
MON GP23 
Mound C Archer GP 
Mound C GP 
NE GP C 17 South Gun (Pal) 
North GP (BM 1072 GP) 
North Pad 
OP 12.4 
OP 20.5 
OP 64 Rufus 1 
OP 64 Rufus 2 
OP ELMO 
OP PAT 
OP SPIKE 
OP64  (CFC compound) 
PGK VERTICAL GUN 
PGK VERTICAL GUN 
PGMM C Hub 
PLR 30.75 
POT 8 
POT-6 
POT-9 
POT-9 
Primo Point 
PVT3 GP 
R-6 BG PT 
R-7 
RAMSDELLS RANCH BG PT 
RBIS 2K 
RBIS 4K 
reg1 
reg4 
rkt alley 
Rocket Alley GP 
ROCKET ALLEY GP MON 
S Gun Position 

S10 
S-10 
S-15 
S-15 West 
S-15 West (Duplicate) 
SAD 11 
sad 20 
SAD 5 
SAD-11 
SAD-7 
SAD7 BG PT 
SE Gun Position 
Site 10 
Site 16 GP 
Site-16 
Site8 Gun Position 
South Pad 
South S-15 (Welton Kofa/G 
Splinter 
SW Gun Position 
T-4B Control 
T-5.9 
T-58 
T-63 
Target Boundary West Gun 
T-L 
TOW 2B 
TOWER 21 
Tower 26B 
Tropical Fruit 
WEST GUN POSITION 
MONUMEN 
WINDY 21.1 
WK 3 
WK 4 
WK1 
WK2 
XM982 21.1    (7393R) 
XM982 8K  (south Ramsdell) 
XM982 Tower 30  (14378R) 
Z12 P-1 
Z12 P2 
Z12 P3 

Z12 P4 
Z12 P5 
Z12 P6 
HH 26K 
HH 27K 
HH 29K 
HH 30K 
MM 23K 
MM 24K 
MM 25K 
MM 26K 
MM 27K 
MM 28K 
MM 29K 
MM 30K 
MM 31K 
MM 33K 
MM 34K 
MM 35K 
MM 36K 
MM 37K 
MM 38K 
RH 20K 
RH 21K 
RH 22K 
RH 23K 
RH 24K 
RH 25K 
SW 44K 
SW 45K 
TB 20K 
TB 21K 
W TB 21K 
W TB 23K 
W TB 24K 
JERC1 GP 
JERC2 GP 
CB 26K 
CB 28K 
CB 29K 
CB 30K 
CB 31K 
CB 32K 
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CB 33K 
Chem Test 43K 
RKT Alley 41K 
SITE 13 25K 
RKT ALLEY 
48 Km GP 
Ehrenberg GP 
19.7km GP 
WRAITH 
DFR GP 
DFR 2 
36km GP 
36 Km & 25.4 Km  GP 
37km GP 
27.7km GP 
OP CUB 
OP GRIZ 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

ABC aggregate base coat 

ACP access control point  

ac acre 

BLM Bureau of Land Management 

BMP best management practice 

CDA Castle Dome Annex 

CDH Castle Dome Heliport 

CM camera mount 

dBA A-weighted decibel  

DFAC Dining Facility 

DoDI Department of Defense Instruction 

DZ drop zone 

EISA Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007  

ESA Endangered Species Act  

ft foot 

ft2 square feet  

GCS ground control station 

GP gun position 

INRMP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 

IRCC Inverted Range Control Center 

IRP Installation Restoration Program 

ISR/EO intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance/electro-optical  

ITAM Integrated Training Area Management 

JPADS Joint Precision Airdrop System  

JERC Joint Experimentation Range Complex  

KFR Kofa Firing Range  

LAAF Laguna Army Airfield  

LRA Long Range Artillery 

LTA Light Maneuver Training Area 
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MAA Main Administrative Area 

MCOC munitions constituent of concern  

MEDEVAC medical evacuation 

MFFS Military Freefall School  

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

NWR National Wildlife Refuge  

PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Activities and 
Operations at Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona 

POL petroleum, oil, and lubricants 

POV privately owned vehicle 

PM10 particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in diameter 

RONA Record of Non-applicability 

SOTACC Special Operations Terminal Attack Controller Course 

SPCCP  Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan 

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan  

SWTR Smart Weapons Test Range 

TEMO Training Exercise Management Office 

TGP transient gun position  

UAS unmanned aircraft system 

UAV unmanned aerial vehicle 

US 95 U.S. Highway 95 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

UXO unexploded ordnance 

YPG Yuma Proving Ground  

YTC Yuma Test Center 
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1.0 Introduction 
The following sections provide a description of activity-specific impacts that would be 
anticipated from each proposed activity analyzed in detail in the Draft Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for Activities and Operations at Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona 
(FPEIS). The discussion of impacts is limited to those resource areas where potential adverse 
impacts could occur.  

Each specific activity is discussed separately, with breakouts for activities with multiple sub-
components (such as L001-a and L001-b). The discussion encompasses direct and indirect 
impacts that would be expected from implementation of the activity. Significance criteria used 
to evaluate potential impacts are the same as described for each resource area in Section 3 of the 
FPEIS. Refer to the FPEIS for the discussion of cumulative impacts. 

The activities are organized by categories reflective of the types of impacts that would result. 
Categories of projects include:  

• Activities with no environmental impacts 

• Small construction activities 

• Large construction activities 

• Activities that create drop zones (DZs)  

• Activities that create or expand Light Maneuver Training Areas (LTAs) 

• Activities that create or expand munitions impact areas 

• Transportation activities 

Potential impacts to resources are discussed in general terms where the expected impacts would 
be comparable among the proposed activities in the group, and further activity-specific impacts 
are discussed, as appropriate, where the resources at the proposed location would result in site-
specific impacts.  

For five of the resource areas, there is no potential for adverse impacts, so there is no discussion 
of the following: 

• Airspace Management—no component of the Proposed Action would affect Airspace 
Management on Yuma Proving Ground (YPG).  

• Environmental Justice and Protection of Children—no component of the Proposed Action 
would result in adverse impacts regarding Environmental Justice or Protection of Children. 

• Fisheries Resources—there are no fisheries resources on YPG, so this area is not addressed. 

• Geologic Resources—no component of the Proposed Action would result in adverse impacts 
regarding geologic resources. 

• Socioeconomics—individual components of the Proposed Action would have minor 
temporary benefits to the local economy from construction-related activities and there 
would be no adverse impacts to Socioeconomics. 
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Because the yearly fluctuations in the frequency, intensity, or duration of training events (as 
discussed in Sections 2.1.2 and 2.3.3.8 of the FPEIS), would be within the maximum and 
minimum levels observed historically and because there would be no change in the number of 
personnel assigned to YPG, there would be no impacts to resources as a result of increases in 
demand based on the number of persons on YPG.  This was addressed in the FPEIS and is not 
further discussed. 

In addition, construction-related safety is not discussed. The potential for construction-related 
safety issues is essentially the same across all construction activities and was discussed in the 
FPEIS, along with appropriate safety measures to be implemented. 

Also, potential impacts to Cultural Resources are not discussed. Proposed activities would be 
coordinated with Cultural Resources Management on YPG to avoid known cultural resources to 
the extent practicable and, if avoidance is not possible, to determine whether additional survey, 
consultation, and/or mitigation is warranted. Due to the size of YPG, the installation has not 
been surveyed for cultural resources, except as required for specific projects. Additional surveys 
are completed for project-specific needs as funding is available. The Programmatic Agreement 
(PA) discussed in the FPEIS directs how proposed activities would be coordinated with regard 
to cultural resources. 

The potential for climate change to combine with specific activities and impact resources is not 
discussed. The FPEIS addresses the issue of climate change and any impacts would be at a 
larger scale than specific activities. 

2.0 Activities with No Environmental Impacts 
Six of the proposed activities would not be expected to have any environmental impacts. These 
activities are identified below, followed by the justification for the determination of no potential 
environmental impacts.  

2.1 Activity Description 
L020: Activity L042 consists of upgrading equipment at the Tire X-Ray Facility (Building 2310).  

L042: Activity L042 consists of upgrading an existing facility (Building 3025) to an office and 
hangar.  

C016:  C016 includes use of Site 6, a previously disturbed and used site, as a meteorological 
station.  

C031:  C031 includes rebuilding the target for long-range missile firing at Maverick Target.  

C032:  C032 includes renovation of the Large Multi-Purpose Environmental Chamber (Building 
6015). 

C036:  C032 would increase use of Prospect Square for bombing or aircraft gunnery. 

2.2 Potential Impacts 
Activities L020 and C032 would be limited to interior renovations of existing buildings. There 
would be no changes to the amount of use these building receive following renovations.  
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L042 would be limited to interior renovations, but the facility would see increased use after 
construction. However, the existing function and users would be relocated from elsewhere on 
YPG and there would be no increase in use relative to current use on the installation.  

C016 would convert an existing disturbed site to another use with no additional ground 
disturbance. There would be no appreciable change in use of this site following the conversion, 
as one use would be replaced by another.  

C031 would rebuild an existing target structure. There would be no change in use of the target 
structure following rebuilding and no new ground disturbance would result from the 
rebuilding.  

C036 would increase the use of an existing munitions impact area for bombing or aircraft 
gunnery. Prospect Square is used extensively for these purposes and has been used for these 
purposes historically. Prospect Square is already highly disturbed, so increasing the use of the 
impact area would not be expected to create additional environmental impacts. 

3.0 Small Construction Activities 
Small construction activities involve the construction of buildings, parking areas, shade 
structures, and other activities where the total area of disturbance is less than 5 acres (ac). This 
category is the largest grouping of proposed activities.  

3.1 Activity Description 
L001-a: L001-a would construct a building totaling 900 square ft [ft2]), concrete pad (40,000 ft2), 
shade structure, and solar-powered lights at the K-9 Village LTA.  

L003: L003 would construct an outdoor eating area at the Roadrunner Café (840 ft2).  

L004: L004 would construct an office building (4,000 ft2) next to Building 2968. 

L005-a:  L005-a would construct one medium (7,200 ft2) and one large (9,600 ft2) storage 
building. 

L005-b:  L005-b would construct two office buildings (total 4,000 ft2).  

L005-c:  L005-c would construct an Air Delivery Guided Test Facility (35,900 ft2) next to 
Building 2970. 

L006-a:  L006-a would construct a Flight Detachment Maintenance Building (18,000 ft2). 

L006-b:  L006-b would construct the Wild Horse Café (3,200 ft2). 

L006-c:  L006-c would construct antiterrorism/force protection (AT/FP) parking improvements 
(101,560 ft2). 

L007-a:  L007-a would construct helicopter parking and unmanned aircraft system (UAS) 
parking at Castle Dome Heliport (CDH) (61,000 ft2). 

L007-b:  L007-b would construct a UAS storage facility (14,400 ft2), and a UAS maintenance 
hangar (43,500 ft2) at CDH.  

L007-c:  L007-c would construct privately owned vehicle (POV) parking (77,000 ft2) at CDH. 

L009:  L009 would construct a warehouse (7,750 ft2) at Yuma Test Center (YTC).  
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L010:  L010 would construct an Instrumentation Development Facility (32,500 ft2) at YTC.  

L011-b:  L011-b would construct an office (400 ft2) at YTC. 

L012-a:  L012-a would construct a hotel (15,000 ft2) at the Main Administrative Area (MAA). 

L012-b:  L012-b would construct an Emergency Operations Center (6,600 ft2) at MAA. 

L012-c:  L012-c would construct an addition to the youth services center (16,150 ft2) at MAA. 

L012-e:  L012-e would construct a child development center (59,261 ft2) for school-aged services 
at MAA. 

L012-f:  L012-f would construct an outdoor eating area (3,169 ft2) at Coyote Lanes bowling alley. 

L013-a: L013-a would construct additional fencing (1,420 ft2) and support facilities (50,000 ft2) at 
the Threat Systems and Target Simulations Buildings 3572 and 3574. 

L014-b: L014-b would construct multiple buildings (office building 600 ft2; maintenance 
building 900 ft2); concrete pad (1,000 ft2); water tank (30,000 gallons, 1,000 ft2): petroleum oil and 
lubricant (POL) storage area (900 ft2); and graded parking area (7,500 ft2) at Comanche Flats. 

L015-a: L015-a would repair the landing pad (90,000 ft2) and construct a building (2,500 ft2) at K-
9 Village. 

L016-a: L016-a would construct a building (900 ft2), concrete or asphalt pad (40,000 ft2), shade 
structure (400 ft2), and installation of solar lights at Site 2.  

L017: L017 would construct ground control stations (GCSs) (2,500 ft2) for UAS operations at 
telemetry Site 4. 

L018: L018 would construct a concrete or asphalt pad (900 ft2) and sensor tower (65-ft to 130-ft 
tower, 100 ft2) east of the existing sensor test building at Sidewinder Sensor Site. 

L021: L021 would construct a solar chamber (solar chamber 15,000 ft2) at Climatic Simulation 
Facilities (Building 3527). 

L022: L022 would relocate the dust chamber (15,000 ft2) from Building 3352 to area near 
Buildings 3357 and 3494 (Rough Handling). 

L023-b: L023-b would construct a joint wash rack (900 ft2) for tracked and government-owned 
vehicles at the Kofa cantonment. 

L023-c: L023-c would construct electric substation protection and electronics expansion (10,500 
ft2) at the Kofa cantonment.  

L023-d: L023-d would construct a Howitzer Support/Acceptance Facility (22,500 ft2) at the Kofa 
cantonment. 

L023-e: L023-e would construct an open storage facility (70,000 ft2) at the Kofa cantonment. 

L024: L024 would relocate the Semi-trailer Delivery Safe Haven (11,000 ft2). 

L026: L026 would construct a munitions treatment facility (60,000 ft2). 

L027: L027 would construct a gun storage facility (22,000 ft2) at the Kofa cantonment. 

L028: L028 would construct five ammunition magazines (4,400 ft2 each totaling approximately 
22,000 ft2) near the Kofa cantonment. 
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L029: L029 would construct an optical maintenance facility (7,500 ft2), a graded parking area 
with a power pole farm (90,342 ft2), and perimeter fencing (2,400 ft2). 

L031-a: L031-a would construct a Military Free Fall School (MFFS) Dining Facility (DFAC) 
(building 48,979 ft2). Three sites are under consideration and L034-a is Option 1. Only one of the 
options will be selected.  

L031-b: L031-b would construct a MFFS DFAC (building 48,979 ft2). Three sites are under 
consideration and L034-b is Option 2. Only one of the options will be selected.  

L031-c: L031-c would construct an MFFS DFAC (building 48,979 ft2). Three sites are under 
consideration and L034-c is Option 3. Only one of the options will be selected.  

L034-a: L034-a would construct is the construction of a MFFS Ready Room (48,979 ft2). Three 
sites are under consideration and L034-a is Option 1. Only one of the options will be selected. 

L034-b: L034-b would construct an MFFS Ready Room (48,979 ft2). Three sites are under 
consideration and L034-b is Option 2. Only one of the options will be selected. 

L034-c: L034-c would construct an MFFS Ready Room (48,979 ft2). Three sites are under 
consideration and L034-c is Option 3. Only one of the options will be selected. 

L035: L035 would construct an Armament Test Operations and Analysis Facility (60,000 ft2). 

L036: L036 would construct a shower facility (250 ft2) at Laguna Army Airfield (LAAF) Forward 
Operating Base area.  

L041: L041 would construct an air delivery storage and laboratory facility (up to 14,851 ft2) 
behind Building 2970. 

C004-a:  C004-a would construct and operate facilities (2,500 ft2) at Gauna Peak. 

C005-a:  C005-a would construct a building (1,600 ft2) at Site 18. 

C007-a:  C007-a would construct a runway extension (75,000 ft2), aircraft shelter (8,000), and 
POL storage (900 ft2) at Phoenix UAS site. 

C008-a:  C008-a would construct a building (1,600 ft2) at Site 16. 

C010:  C010 would construct an aircraft shelter (43,500 ft2), POL storage (900 ft2), and graded 
parking lot (7,500 ft2) at North unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) Complex. 

C012-a:  C012-a would construct a building (2,500 ft2) and concrete pad (5,000 ft2) at Persistent 
Surveillance Systems Test Area (west of La Posa DZ). 

C014-a:  C014-a would install a shade structure (400 ft2) at Stinger Pole Target Area.  

C015-a:  C015-a would construct intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance/electro-optical 
(ISR/EO) Ground Truth Reference Sites at Yuma Wash (2,000 ft2). 

C015-b:  C015-b would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites at Middle Mountain 
Road (2,000 ft2). 

C015-c:  C015-c would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites at Mule Wash (2,000 ft2). 

C015-d:  C015-d would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.446, longitude -114.471 (2,000 ft2). 
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C015-e:  C015-e would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.477, longitude -114.286 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-f:  C015-f would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.444, longitude -114.325 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-g:  C015-g would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.448, longitude -114.275 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-h:  C015-h would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.421, longitude -114.279 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-i:  C015-i would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.408, longitude -114.360 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-j:  C015-j would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.389, longitude -114.303 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-k:  C015-k would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.387, longitude -114.366 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-l:  C015-l would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.347, longitude -114.286 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-m:  C015-m would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.297, longitude -114.395 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-n:  C015-n would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.165, longitude -114.480 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-o:  C015-o would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.122, longitude -114.299 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-p:  C015-p would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.090, longitude -114.447 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-q:  C015-q would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.081, longitude -114.353 (2,000 ft2). 

C015-r:  C015-r would construct ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference Sites centered at latitude 
33.967, longitude -114.422 (2,000 ft2). 

C017-a: C017-a would construct a building (1,500 ft2), bomb-proof shelter (2,000 ft2), shade 
structure (400 ft2), concrete or asphalt pad (40,000 ft2), and sensor tower (100 ft2) at camera 
mount (CM) 4. 

C018:  C018 would construct a landing pad (90,000 ft2) at CM 1. 

C019:  C019 would construct a building (2,000 ft2) and concrete pad (90,000 ft2) at Z-12. 

C020-a:  C020 would construct a sensor tower (65 ft to 130 ft tall, 100 ft2), buildings (total of 
2,000 ft2), an air-conditioned facility (1,000 ft2), and concrete pad (40,000 ft2) at Site 9. 

C024-b:  C024-b would construct a fence and install solar lights (4,000 ft2) around the Inverted 
Range Control Center (IRCC) Tank Maintenance and Storage Ramada. 

C026-a: C026-a would construct a ramp (500 ft2) and a rollup door to an existing building, and 
install solar lights at Site 10 Missile Test Facility. 
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C026-b: C026-b would construct a concrete landing pad (90,000 ft2) 

C029-a: C029-a would construct buildings (2,000 ft2) and a concrete pad (10,000 ft2) at Aerostat 
Mooring Site. 

C038: C038 would construct a medical evacuation (MEDEVAC) pad (1,000 ft2). 

C039: C039 would construct an air-conditioned storage facility (8,000 ft2) at Castle Dome Annex 
(CDA). 

C043-a:  C043-a would include temporary burial of missiles, explosives, and other items that 
may be concealed in this manner for sensor testing along all Joint Experimentation Range 
Complex (JERC) I roads, as needed to support testing. Specific locations for temporary burials 
would vary depending on specific testing requirements. 

C043-b:  C043-b includes temporary burial of missiles, explosives, and other items that may be 
concealed in this manner for sensor testing along all JERC II roads, as needed to support testing. 
Specific locations for temporary burials would vary depending on specific testing requirements. 

C043-c:  C043-c includes temporary burial of missiles, explosives, and other items that may be 
concealed in this manner for sensor testing along all JERC III roads, as needed to support 
testing. Specific locations for temporary burials would vary depending on specific testing 
requirements. 

C044-a:  C044-a would clear a MEDEVAC helicopter landing pad at JERC I for evacuations 
(2,500 ft2). 

C044-b:  C044-a would clear a MEDEVAC helicopter landing pad at JERC II for evacuations 
(2,500 ft2). 

C044-c:  C044-a would clear a MEDEVAC helicopter landing pad at JERC III for evacuations 
(2,500 ft2). 

C046-a through C046-c: C046-a through C046-c would expand the North UAV Compound 
through construction of a concrete pad (23,808 ft2), grading the expansion area and installing 
fencing around it (25,704 ft2), and constructing a new asphalt taxiway (62,500 ft2). 

C047-a:  C047-a would create a transient gun position (TGP) (up to 2.2 ac) at Rocket Alley 

C047-b:  C047-b would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at CM 9 East. 

C047-c:  C047-c would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at the Cibola Target Boundary Gun Position 
(GP). 

C047-d:  C047-d would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at Site 16. 

C047-e:  C047-e would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at CM 9 West. 

C047-f:  C047-f would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at C17 (North and South). 

C047-g:  C047-g would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at Mound C Archer GP. 

C047-h:  C047-h would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at Mound C GP. 

C047-i:  C047-i would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at CM 1 West. 

C047-j:  C047-j would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at La Posa DZ. 

C047-k:  C047-k would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at Site 8 GP. 
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C047-l:  C047-l would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at West Target Road GP. 

C047-m:  C047-m would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at BM1072. 

C047-n:  C047-n would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at Excalibur SW GP. 

C047-o:  C047-o would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at LA DZ GP. 

C047-p:  C047-p would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at Site 18 GP. 

C047-q:  C047-q would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at 2.75 Rocket GP. 

C047-r:  C047-r would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at Ehrenberg GP. 

C047-s:  C047-s would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at DFR GP. 

C047-t:  C047-t would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at La Posa South DZ. 

C047-u:  C047-u would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at Water Tank GP. 

C047-v:  C047-v would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at LA DZ East.  

C047-w:  C047-w would create a TGP (up to 2.2 ac) at C17 North M777LWH GP. 

C049:  C049 would install acoustic and seismic sensors at Horizontal Impact Area. 

C051:  C051 would install a shade structure (400 ft2) at Lightweight Shock Facility. 

C054:  C054 would construct an expansion (78,400 ft2) of the Yuma Wash Electronic Common 
Use Test site. 

K006:  K006 would install a UAS launch/recovery system and a GCS trailer (1,200 ft2) at Tower 
48. 

K011: K011 would renovate GP5 and would construct a new control room and firing chamber 
(1,500 ft2) at GP 5. 

K012-a: K012-a would construct two permanent reinforced concrete buildings (7,190 ft2) to 
house personnel, equipment, and ammunition, and new access road at GP 18. 

K013: K013 would construct a permanent reinforced concrete building (3,600 ft2) and additional 
building (3,600 ft2) to house weapons at GP 21. 

K014-a:  K014-a would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.846, longitude -114.336. 

K014-b:  K014-b would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.967, longitude -114.239. 

K014-c:  K014-c would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.932, longitude -114.151. 

K014-d:  K014-d would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.822, longitude -114.196. 

K014-e:  K014-e would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.990, longitude -113.955. 

K014-f:  K014-f would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.930, longitude -113.926. 



APPENDIX C—DETAILED PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

C-12 

K014-g:  K014-g would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.836, longitude -114.016. 

K014-h:  K014-h would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.867, longitude -113.922. 

K014-i:  K014-i would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.841, longitude -113.866. 

K014-j:  K014-j would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.986, longitude -113.812. 

K014-k:  K014-k would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.904, longitude -113.791. 

K014-l:  K014-l would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered at 
latitude 32.020, longitude -113.758. 

K014-m:  K014-m would construct an ISR/EO Ground Truth Reference site (2,500 ft2) centered 
at latitude 32.957, longitude -113.666. 

K015:  K015 would construct a permanent building (3,000 ft2) at GP 21A. 

K016:  K016 would construct a permanent building (3,000 ft2) at GP 17A. 

K017:  K017 would construct a permanent building (3,000 ft2) at GP on Growl Road in southeast 
corner of Echo Munitions Impact Area. 

K018:  K018 would construct a permanent reinforced concrete building (3,000 ft2) at GP Splinter. 

K019:  K019 would construct a permanent reinforced concrete building (3,000 ft2) at GP 19.1. 

K020:  K020 would construct a permanent reinforced concrete building (3,000 ft2) at GP 11.1. 

K031:  K031 would construct a lagoon (146,545 ft2) for the Kofa Sewage Lagoon Expansion. 

3.2 Potential Impacts 
Specific discussions of impacts to Energy/Utilities, Land Use, Noise, Safety, and Traffic/ 
Transportation are not provided. There are no proposed activities in this category with unique 
impacts to these resources and no mitigation is required for impacts to these resources. The 
discussion of these resources provided in the body of the FPEIS adequately describes the 
potential for impacts to these resources from implementation of small construction activities. 

3.2.1 Air Quality 
There would be minor temporary emissions from construction equipment and potential for 
fugitive dust during construction. There would be minor temporary emissions from 
construction equipment and potential for fugitive dust during construction. YPG would 
encourage use of best management practices (BMPs) during construction to reduce or eliminate 
fugitive dust emissions. In areas with disturbed and unstable highly erodible soils, BMPs would 
also be applied when practicable during military operations. BMPs that could be implemented 
include the following: 

• Application of Dust Suppressants. Where appropriate, dust suppressants or liquid surfactants 
would be applied to areas where dust could be disturbed by construction or traffic. 
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• Sprinkling/Irrigation. Sprinkling the ground surface with water until it is moist can be used to 
control dust on haul roads and other traffic routes. This practice can be applied to almost 
any site. When suppression methods involving water are used, care would be exercised to 
minimize over-watering that could cause the transport of mud onto adjoining roadways, 
which ultimately could increase the dust problem. Mechanical removal of mud from tires 
would be implemented if necessary. 

• Vegetative Cover. In areas not expected to accommodate vehicle traffic, vegetative 
stabilization of disturbed soil is often desirable. Vegetation provides coverage to surface 
soils and decreases wind velocity at the ground surface, thus reducing the potential for dust 
to become airborne. 

• Mulch. Mulching can be a quick and effective means of dust control for recently disturbed 
areas. 

Six small construction activities (L009, L010, L011-b, L029, L031, and L034) would occur within 
the portion of the Laguna Region that is within a designated non-attainment area and were 
included in the emissions analysis to support the Record of Non-applicability (RONA) for 
General Conformity developed for projects in the non-attainment area. The RONA analysis 
determined that these six small construction activities, when combined with eight other small 
construction activities (otherwise analyzed programmatically in the FPEIS), one large 
construction project, a new vehicle test course, an expanded LTA, a new DZ, a new tracked 
vehicle trail in YTC, and the LAAF runway expansion/relocation of Barranca Road, would not 
have a significant effect on air quality in the non-attainment area.  

The remaining small construction activities that are outside the designated non-attainment area 
would have disturbance and emission generating potential comparable to the activity-specific 
range of emissions associated with the six activities analyzed in detail for the RONA. None of 
the proposed small construction activities would have more than minor, temporary adverse 
impacts to air quality.  

There would be a slight long-term reduction in fossil fuel emissions relative to the No Action 
Alternative due to the use of new solar-powered lights rather than generator-powered lights at 
several locations where small construction activities would be implemented. There would be no 
significant adverse impacts to air quality. 

3.2.2 Fire Management 
Small construction activities would have the potential for increased ignition of wildfires due to 
operation of construction equipment. Vegetation removal during site preparation would 
minimize this risk by reducing the fuel load in the area where construction equipment would be 
operated. In the Laguna Region, any wildfire that would start would be promptly suppressed, 
resulting in a very low potential for wildfire escape from small construction activities in the 
Laguna Region. Replacement of generator-powered lights with new solar-powered lights at 
several locations would remove potential ignition sources during testing and training activities 
at those locations.  

Small construction activities generally would result in very limited to no potential for the 
spread of invasive exotic plant species that could increase fuel loads and lead to more intense 
wildfires in the future. Small construction activities typically would result in complete cover of 
disturbed areas with impervious surfaces or maintained landscaping/cleared ground in areas 
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not covered by impervious surfaces. Any impacts to activities or safety from wildfire as a result 
of the implementation of small construction activities would be negligible to minor. 

Operations at newly constructed facilities would not be expected to greatly contribute to 
wildfire potential. Most operations would entail either work in buildings or data collection from 
newly installed sensors that would not have potential to ignite or spread wildfire. Proposed 
TGPs would be maintained free of encroaching vegetation, minimizing the potential for firing 
actions to ignite wildfire, and only low fuel loads (that would typically not carry a fire) would 
be kept in the TGPs. As firing actions would be directed into established munitions impact 
areas, there would be no increase in wildfire potential. Burial of missiles, explosives, and other 
items for sensor testing along JERC roads (C043-a through C043-c) could result in wildfire 
ignition should inadvertent detonation of buried items occur. However, any fires that develop 
from these activities would be suppressed by onsite personnel or reported to Range Control for 
appropriate fire control response.  

Wildfires that ignite on YPG have the potential to spread beyond the installation boundaries 
onto adjoining lands. Similarly, fires that begin on adjoining lands could spread onto YPG. YPG 
has developed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) that establishes guidance for 
cooperation and collaboration on wildland fire issues on YPG and the surrounding Federal 
lands. The MOU recognizes a common goal among the signatories to minimize the impacts of 
wildland fire on the desert landscape and establishes fire suppression and safety protocols for 
cooperative efforts to suppress desert wildfires. YPG would continue to cooperate with other 
Federal agencies per the MOU to combat wildfires in the region. 

3.2.3 Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste 
No more than minor adverse impacts to hazardous materials and hazardous wastes would be 
expected from small construction activities. Construction areas would have the potential for 
stormwater runoff to transport minor quantities of hazardous materials should a spill occur. 
Standard construction BMPs, as discussed in the FPEIS, and procedures in the activity-specific 
Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would be consistent with 
the Installation Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) and the 
Installation Spill Contingency Plan (ISCP), would be implemented to minimize the potential for 
accidental release of hazardous materials to the environment and subsequent offsite transport.  

Three small construction activities would result in creation of POL storage areas, which would 
reduce the risk of spills reaching offsite waters and be beneficial for hazardous materials use on 
YPG.  

Impervious area would increase and would create the potential for increased stormwater 
runoff, which could transport minor quantities of hazardous materials should a spill occur 
during operation. As discussed below under Water Resources, there would be only minor 
potential from increased runoff during operations due to implementation of appropriate post-
construction stormwater BMPs, as discussed in the FPEIS. 

Impacts would likely be minor. Of the proposed small construction activities, 53 would have no 
potential for hazardous materials impacts during operation or would result in relocation of 
existing activities with no change from the current use/risk of hazardous materials (Table C-1).  
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TABLE C-1 
Potential for Hazardous Materials Impacts from Proposed Small Construction Projects 
Yuma Proving Ground  

Potential for Hazardous Materials Impacts 
during Operation 

Small Construction Activities 

No potential for impacts or no change from 
current uses of hazardous materials. 

C014-a, C015-a through C015-r, C024-b, C026-a, 
C038, C044-a through C044-c, C049, C051, K014-a 
through K014-m, K031, L001, L005-a, L006-c, L007-c, 
L009, L022, L023-e, L024, L036 

Potential for small spills of cleaning 
materials/solvents during cleaning/maintenance 
of constructed facility. 

C005-a, C008-a, C017-a, C039, K015, K016, K017, 
K018, K019, K020, L003, L004, L005-b, L005-c, L006-
b, L011-b, L012-a, L012-b, L0012-c, L012-e, L012-f, 
L013-a, L015-a, L027, L031, L034, L041 

Potential for spills of POLs during operations and 
for small spills of cleaning materials/solvents 
during cleaning/maintenance of constructed 
facility. 

C004-a, C007-a, C010, C012-a, C018, C019, C020-a, 
C026-b, C029-a, C046, C047-a through C047-w, C050-
a, C054, K006, K011, K013, L006-a, L007-b, L010, 
L014-b, L016-a, L017, L018, L021, L023-b, L023-c, 
L023-d, L029 

Potential for leaks of POLs from parked aircraft.  L007-a 

Potential for munitions constituents of concern 
(MCOCs) during operations and for small spills of 
cleaning materials/solvents during 
cleaning/maintenance of constructed facility.  

K012-a, L0026, L0028, L0035 

Potential for MCOCs during operations and for 
small leaks from vehicles during testing/training 
events. 

C043-a, C043-b, C043-c 

  

One small construction activity (L024) would benefit from relocation of the semi-truck safe 
haven away from areas where people congregate. This would reduce the potential for exposure 
to hazardous materials on trucks waiting to make deliveries. For those activities where an 
existing activity would be relocated, any spills would be localized and would be cleaned up 
immediately. L007-c would create new POV parking at CDH and the potential for impacts from 
hazardous materials would be limited to leaks of POLs from parked vehicles, which would not 
change from the current conditions where POVs are parked on undeveloped ground. 

Twenty-seven small construction activities would have potential operational hazardous 
materials impacts limited to localized spills of solvents or other chemicals only during cleaning 
and facility maintenance activities (Table C-1). Any spills would be localized and would be 
cleaned up immediately. 

There are 49 small construction activities that would have the potential for spills of POLs when 
using vehicles for testing and training activities or when performing maintenance on military 
vehicles and equipment (Table C-1).  These activities also involve the potential for localized 
spills f of solvents during cleaning and facility maintenance. Any spills would be localized and 
would be cleaned up immediately. 

The potential for impacts from hazardous materials at L007-a would be limited to leaks of POLs 
from parked aircraft. Any spills would be localized and would be cleaned up immediately. 
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There are seven proposed small construction activities that would create areas or facilities 
where explosives would be stored or used (Table C-1). The risk of exposure to MCOCs would 
exist at these locations in addition to the potential for leaks from vehicles and spills during 
cleaning or maintenance. Operations at these sites would have the potential for contamination 
from MCOCs should releases occur. For proposed activities C043-a, C043-b, and C043-c, the risk 
would be minimal, as explosives would be buried for sensor testing and removed afterwards. 
No intentional detonation would occur and any releases would be localized and cleaned up 
immediately. There would be potential for accidental release of MCOCs: 

• During operation of the ammunition storage building that would be constructed as part of 
K012-a.  

• During munitions treatment activities at L026.  

• From the ammunition magazine at L028.  

• From Armament Test Operations and Analysis activities at L035.  

Any releases during operations at these sites would be localized and cleaned up immediately. 

All proposed TGPs would have the potential for accidental release of MCOCs because live 
ammunition or munitions would be transported to these sites and weapons would be fired from 
these sites. Any releases during operations at these sites would be localized and cleaned up 
immediately. New TGPs would be added to the regular range assessments conducted under 
Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 4715.14. Should migration of MCOCs from any of the 
new TGPs be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures to protect human health 
and the environment. 

Operations, including testing and training, would comply with BMPs identified in the SPCCP 
and ISCP. Further, YPG would implement appropriate control and containment measures to 
minimize the potential for contamination or exposure to hazardous materials. The Installation 
SPCCP and the Installation ISCP would be implemented to minimize the potential for 
accidental release of hazardous materials to the environment and subsequent offsite transport.  

3.2.4 Recreation 
Small construction activities would not affect off-post recreational opportunities. Two small 
construction activities (L016-a and C047-r) are proposed in areas where there could be conflicts 
with recreational hunting.  

 C047-r would result in potential impacts with hunting in a small portion of the Cibola Hunting 
Area. Establishment of the TGP would likely be completed in a few days. The physical presence 
of the TGP would not adversely affect hunting, but testing or training events requiring use of 
this TGP that would occur during hunting season would require suspension of public hunting 
in that area for the duration of the activities. The establishment of multiple new TGPs should 
provide flexibility in scheduling events at TGPs, which should allow YPG to avoid or minimize 
the potential for conflicts with hunting at C047-r. Any impacts on public hunting would be 
expected to be minor.  

 L016-a, which would be implemented at Site 2, would result in potential public hunting 
conflicts in the Martinez Hunting Area. If construction of this activity were to occur during 
hunting season, public hunting would be suspended until the construction is complete. Some 
land currently available for hunting would be converted to buildings and pads, but the amount 
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of converted land would be minor. Should training events be scheduled in this area during 
hunting season, public hunting would be suspended for the duration of the training activities. 
The proposed establishment of multiple new LTAs would allow YPG flexibility to schedule 
training to minimize conflicts with hunting at Site 2. Any impacts on public hunting would be 
expected to be minor. 

 L012-c would provide long-term recreational benefits for children by enlarging the Youth 
Center. Minor temporary disruptions of recreational activities at the center could occur during 
construction, but any adverse impacts would be minor and temporary.  

No other proposed small construction activities have potential to adversely affect recreational 
opportunities on YPG. 

3.2.5 Soils 
Proposed small construction activities would involve soil disturbance during site preparation 
and during construction activities. Soils on YPG are of two broad types: highly erodible and not 
highly erodible. The FPEIS (Section 3.15.2.3) provides an adequate analysis of impacts to soils 
that are not highly erodible, and this analysis focuses on potential impacts to highly erodible 
soils as a result of proposed small construction activities. A large portion of land suitable for 
development on YPG occurs in areas with highly erodible soils because these areas tend to be 
more level, where sediments have been deposited over time. There are four highly erodible soils 
complexes on YPG, as discussed in the FPEIS.  

Highly erodible soils are more susceptible to erosion when disturbed. Impacts to highly 
erodible soils could occur during construction activities. Site-specific construction BMPs would 
be used to stabilize disturbed soils, which would minimize the potential for soil erosion from 
stormwater runoff and wind erosion. Construction BMPs would comply with the 2005 Arizona 
Department of Transportation Erosion and Pollution Control Manual. BMPs that could be used 
include, but would not be limited to: 

• Preservation of existing vegetation, if practicable, to provide natural protection against soil 
erosion. 

• Mulch applied over disturbed soil to prevent erosion during and following precipitation 
events. 

• Slope protection measures to minimize erosion from disturbed slopes, which could include 
one or more of geotextiles, vegetation, and mulch. 

• Silt fencing to provide a barrier to sediment movement from disturbed areas. 

Additional BMPs would be implemented to minimize the potential for increased wind erosion 
during construction, which could include but would not be limited to:  

• Wet suppression to prevent wind erosion and dust generation would be applied at least 
daily but not in excessive amounts. 

• Chemical dust suppression using appropriate chemicals based on the soil type, temperature, 
humidity, and wind velocity.  

• Gravel applied to disturbed soils to prevent wind erosion.  

• Covering of construction stockpiles with tarps and canvases. 
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The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality requires a construction general stormwater 
permit through the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System for discharges from 
individual and unrelated construction activities. Because all proposed small construction 
activities would be less than 5 ac and would be more than 0.25 mile from an impaired or 
outstanding Arizona water, these activities may qualify for waiver options if they are 
determined to have an erosivity value of less than 5, as calculated by the Arizona Smart Notice 
of Intent system. Small construction activities that meet the waiver requirements would be 
required to comply with the conditions of the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
permit. Proposed small construction activities that are interrelated and dependent would be 
considered components of a common plan of development, and the interrelated construction 
activities would be grouped into one single Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Construction General Permit that would address all construction-related impacts, including 
specific construction activities that would disturb less than 1 ac of ground. 

If a construction general stormwater permit is required, standard construction BMPs would be 
coupled with the implementation of a Construction SWPPP to stabilize disturbed soils and 
minimize the potential for indirect impacts to water resources. Following the completion of 
construction, a site would be stabilized to minimize the potential for erosion from post-
construction stormwater runoff. Small construction activities that would create new structures 
with a footprint of more than 5,000 ft2 would be compliant with Section 438 of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) and the DoD Policy on Implementing Section 438 of 
the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA). Under EISA, federal facilities with a footprint 
that exceeds 5,000 ft2 must use site planning, design, construction, and maintenance strategies to 
maintain or restore, to the maximum extent technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology 
of the site with regard to temperature, rate, volume, and duration of flow. EISA compliance 
would minimize the potential for post-construction stormwater scour to affect onsite and off-
site soils, and any impacts to highly erodible soils from post-construction stormwater runoff 
would be expected to be negligible to minor.  

Many proposed small construction activities would impact highly erodible soils, and 
implementation of the proposed small construction projects would impact a total of 76.35 ac of 
highly erodible soils. Small construction activities in the Laguna Region would impact 21.88 ac 
of highly erodible soils; 53.01 ac of highly erodible soils in the Cibola Region would be 
impacted; and 1.46 ac of highly erodible soils in the Kofa Region would be impacted. Table C-2 
identifies the small construction activities that would impact highly erodible soils, the specific 
soil types that would be impacted, and the acreage of impacts by soil types.  
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TABLE C-2 
Proposed Small Construction Activities in Areas with Highly Erodible Soils 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Small Construction Activities Highly Erodible Soil Type Total Acreage of Disturbance 

L003, L007-a through L007-c, L013-a, L021, 
L023-b through L023-e, L024, L026, L027, 
L028, C005-a, C007-a, C012-a, C015-b 
through C015-d, C015-f through C015-j, 
C015-l, C015-o through C015-p, C018, C019, 
C024-b, C026-a, C026-b, C029-a, C038, 
C039, C043-b, C043-c, C044-b, C047-b, 
C047-c, C047-e, C047-g through C047-j, 
C047-l, C047-n through C047-w, C049, 
C051, K006, K011, K012a-, K013, K014a 
through K014-i, K014-l, K015, K016, K020 

Cristobal-Gunsight Complex 60.64 

C010, C015-g through C015-h, C043-a, 
C044-a, C046-a through C046-c, K014-j 
through K014-k, K017 

Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar 
Complex 4.11 

L004, L005-a through L005-c, L006-a through 
L006-c, L009, L010, L011b, L017, L018, 
L029, L031-a through L031-c, L034-a through 
L034-c, L035, L036, L041 

Superstition-Rositas Complex 

11.49 

C015-e, K014-m Tucson-Tremant-Antho Complex 0.11 

 
Most impacts to highly erodible soils would occur in the Cristobal-Gunsight complex, which is 
a common soil type found throughout YPG. 

It is not possible to avoid highly erodible soils due to the occurrence of these soils in level areas, 
where small construction projects would typically be located. The largest contiguous area that 
would be disturbed by small construction activities would be 2.3 ac, and the majority of small 
construction activity areas would be less than 0.5 ac. Additionally, small construction activities 
would be highly dispersed in space and time. Soil erosion potential would be considered in 
designing facilities at these sites and appropriate site-specific BMPs would be developed and 
implemented to minimize the potential for erosion during and following small construction 
activities. With implementation of appropriate site-specific BMPs, impacts to highly erodible 
soils during construction would be expected to be minor. 

Where soils that are susceptible to wind erosion are disturbed, there would be potential to 
create dust and contribute to particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in diameter 
(PM10) that could affect air quality. Potential air quality impacts were discussed in Section 3.2.1.  

3.2.6 Threatened or Endangered Species and Species of Concern 
Proposed small construction activities would not be expected to have impacts to three of the 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive (TES) species that occur on YPG, including desert rosy boa 
(Lichanura trivirgatagracia), Mojave fringe-toed lizard (Uma scoparia), and Parish’s onion (Allium 
parishii). YPG lacks quality potentially suitable habitat for the desert rosy boa due to the lack of 
intermittent or permanent streams with associated riparian areas. The poor to marginal 
potentially suitable habitat that does occur on YPG is not within or adjacent to any proposed 
small construction activities. The Mohave fringe-toed lizard occurs on YPG only in sand dune 
habitat in the northwestern portion of the Cibola Region. This area would not be impacted by 
any proposed small construction activities. Parish’s onion occurs in the Kofa National Wildlife 
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Refuge (NWR) near the boundary of YPG and could occur on YPG in areas near the refuge. No 
impacts from small construction activities would occur near the boundary with the Kofa NWR. 
Because there would be no potential for impacts to these species or their habitats, they are not 
further discussed. 

Small construction activities that are proposed outside of cantonment areas would have the 
potential to impact other TES species that occur on YPG or their habitats. Direct impacts to TES 
species could result through displacement, injury, or mortality from construction and operation 
activities. Indirect impacts to species could result from disturbance associated with construction 
and operation activities that lead to nest/den abandonment, loss or alteration of habitat, or 
disruption of migratory pathways. TES species also could experience habitat loss or 
degradation from the introduction or spread of exotic invasive plant species. All proposed 
construction activities would involve soil disturbance that would create the potential for the 
establishment or spread of exotic invasive plant species that could directly outcompete native 
species or displace food plants. In addition, growth of exotic invasive vegetation could increase 
fuel load and the potential for the spread of wildfire following abnormally wet years, which 
could cause mortality, disruption of reproduction, or loss of habitat for TES species. Because 
TES species would not occur in cantonment areas, small construction activities in cantonment 
areas would not affect TES species except through the potential for introduction or spread of 
exotic invasive plant species. The following sections discuss the potential for small construction 
activities to affect TES species on YPG. 

Small construction activities would not cause the loss of any wildlife water tanks that are used 
by TES species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by small construction activities, 
there would be no induced behavioral changes in TES species using water tanks.  

The Sonoran desert tortoise (Gopherus morafkai) has been observed in low numbers on YPG. The 
USFWS has identified much of YPG as primary desert tortoise habitat, but the animals may also 
occur in other areas on YPG. Four small construction activities (C004-a, C005-a, C010, C046-a) 
are proposed in areas identified as primary Sonoran desert tortoise habitat on YPG. These 
activities would alter or eliminate potential habitat for the species on 1.83 ac. Other small 
construction activities that occur outside of cantonment areas could impact the Sonoran desert 
tortoise through displacement, incidental mortality, or loss or alteration of habitat. The density 
of Sonoran desert tortoise on YPG is low, so any impacts would be expected to be minor. 
Because the area identified as primary Sonoran desert tortoise habitat on YPG is very large 
relative to the area that would be impacted by proposed small construction activities, and 
because the impacts from small construction activities would be limited in area, impacts to this 
species from lost habitat due to construction activities would be long-term and minor. There 
would be potential for incidental mortality during small construction activities. YPG will 
continue to implement those portions of the Arizona Interagency Desert Tortoise Team 
Recommended Standard Mitigation Measures for Projects in Sonoran Desert Tortoise Habitat that are 
consistent with the military mission. With implementation of these guidelines, the potential for 
incidental mortality or injury would be negligible to minor. Should the Sonoran desert tortoise 
be listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), activities proposed in areas where the 
tortoise may occur on YPG would be re-evaluated with regard to potential impacts and 
appropriate consultation with the USFWS would be conducted prior to any land-disturbing 
activities. 
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Proposed small construction activity K017 would occur in or near an area of known Sonoran 
pronghorn (Antelocapra americana ssp. sonoriensis) activity. Sonoran pronghorn would likely 
avoid the area during construction. No mortality of individuals would be expected from 
implementation of proposed activity K017. Impacts during construction would be temporary 
and would end when construction is complete. There could be a minor loss of potential habitat 
(approximately 3,000 ft2) from construction of the building. Proposed small construction 
activities would not impact the Sonoran pronghorn on the Kofa NWR, as no small construction 
activities are proposed near the boundary with Kofa NWR. 

Small construction activities outside of cantonment areas and TGPs could occur in potentially 
suitable habitat for the banded Gila monster (Heloderma suspectum cinctum). Construction and 
vegetation clearing on YPG could negatively impact this species through loss of habitat. 
Because this species is slow-moving, and would tend to hide rather than flee from human 
disturbance, direct impacts could result from earth-moving activities. It is possible that TGPs 
could be placed in areas where the banded Gila monster would occur, but other small 
construction activities that would erect buildings down-range would not be sited in the habitats 
preferred by the banded Gila monster because these rocky areas would require greater efforts to 
prepare for construction. Operation of TGPs would not be expected to impact the banded Gila 
monster beyond causing it to hide among rocks, as the animals would not likely use the areas 
from which guns would be fired. Impacts would be minor and long-term. 

Potential foraging and nesting habitat for the loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) would be 
reduced through clearing associated with construction and establishment of proposed TGPs 
and other down-range proposed small construction activities. Due to the mobility of the species, 
incidental mortality would not occur as long as nests were avoided. Shrikes would likely 
relocate away from disturbance-causing activities unless already nesting in an area. YPG could 
delay construction of TGPs and other down-range small construction activities to avoid 
potential conflicts with nesting loggerhead shrike. Loggerhead shrike may use new TGPs after 
construction, and this could result in interaction with testing or training activities. Operational 
activities would not be expected to impact the loggerhead shrike beyond temporary 
displacement, as the animals relocate away from human activity. Establishment and operation 
of new TGPs could have a minor long-term negative impact on loggerhead shrike. 

Proposed TGPs and other down-range small construction activities could be placed in areas 
where the western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) would occur. Animals would 
likely temporarily relocate from the areas of active construction, but could resume use of these 
areas after construction is complete. Should a western burrowing owl be determined to be using 
a burrow or nesting within or immediately adjacent to the construction area of a proposed TGP, 
YPG could take measures to relocate the owls from the area prior to construction or to delay 
construction until after the young had fledged. Western burrowing owls may use new TGPs 
after construction, and this could result in interaction with testing or training activities. 
Operational activities would not be expected to impact the western burrowing owl beyond 
temporary displacement, as the animals move away from the human activity. Establishment 
and operation of new TGPs could have a negligible to minor long-term negative impact on 
western burrowing owls.  

The California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus californicus) and cave myotis (Myotis velifer) are known 
to forage and roost on YPG. It is likely that the pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops 
femorosaccus) also forages and roosts on YPG. These species roost in caves and mines, which 
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would not be impacted by small construction activities. There would be no indirect impacts to 
these bat species through loss or degradation of roosting habitat. The western yellow bat 
(Lasiurus xanthinus) and the spotted bat (Euderma maculatum) may occur as transients or 
migrants on YPG, but would not roost on the installation. Potential foraging habitat for these 
five bat species would be reduced through vegetation clearing associated with preparation for 
small construction activities. Because the amount of clearing would be minor relative to the 
total foraging habitat available on YPG and the surrounding lands, any indirect impacts to bats 
from loss of foraging habitat would be long-term and minor. Because bats are highly mobile, 
these animals would be expected to relocate from areas of human activity. The yellow bat and 
the spotted bat do not roost or reproduce on YPG, and the other three sensitive bat species 
would not roost in areas where large construction projects would occur. Therefore, sensitive bat 
species would not occur in construction areas during the daytime when clearing and 
construction would occur, and no direct impacts to sensitive bat species would be expected 
from small construction activities.  

Wild horses and wild burros (Equus spp.) use habitat throughout YPG, and it is unlikely that 
proposed small construction activities would have more than negligible impacts. Animals may 
be temporarily displaced by construction activities, but vegetation clearing to establish a TGP 
would not be done if wild horses or burros were present. Proposed TGP sites and other down-
range small construction activities would avoid locations where wild horses or burros are 
known to congregate. It is possible that wild horses and burros could occur as transients at 
proposed TGP sites during operations. If encountered, work would be delayed until the animals 
had left the area. Any impacts would be minor and temporary.  

Other plant species of concern on YPG include the desert barrel cactus (Ferocactus cylindraceus), 
straw-top cholla (Cylindropuntia echinocarpa), saguaro cactus (Carnegiea gigantea), and ocotillo 
(Fouquieria splendens), all of which occur scattered throughout YPG. Small construction activities 
could impact these species through vegetation clearing associated with creation of TGPs or 
during site preparation for other small construction activities. Plants would be salvaged where 
practicable and relocated to other suitable habitat on YPG. There would be minor long-term 
impacts to these species as a result of the small construction activities. 

A plant identified as the endangered Nichol Turk’s head (Echinocactus horizonthalonius var. 
nicholii) was photographed on YPG in 1995, but voucher specimens were not collected or 
recorded and the plant has not been observed subsequent to the initial report. This report may 
have resulted from observation of an atypical small specimen of another barrel cactus. At 
present, USFWS does not recognize Nichol Turk’s head as occurring in Yuma or La Paz 
Counties, with its distribution restricted to three populations in Arizona in Pinal and Pima 
Counties. Because the initial report has not been confirmed, and because the USFWS considers 
YPG outside the range for the species, the Nichol Turk’s head would not occur on YPG and 
potential impacts to this species are not addressed. 

3.2.7 Vegetation  
The potential for small construction activities to affect vegetation through changes in wildfire 
frequency or intensity was discussed in Section 3.2.2 and is not further discussed here.  

Small construction activities would result in soil disturbance that could promote establishment 
or spread of invasive exotic plant species, which could alter plant community composition. 
Because most disturbed areas resulting from construction activities would be covered with 
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buildings or other impervious surfaces, the potential for introduction or spread of invasive 
exotic plant species would be minor. The areas developed for small construction activities 
would be subject to maintenance activities implemented to control nuisance plants and animals, 
which would further reduce the potential for impacts to native vegetation as a result of growth 
of invasive exotic plant species following small construction activities.  

All proposed small construction activities could create short-term construction runoff. During 
construction, appropriate BMPs would be used to stabilize disturbed soils, which would 
minimize the potential for indirect impacts to vegetation as a result of erosion of exposed 
disturbed soils from stormwater runoff.  

There are 66 proposed small construction activities that would result in permanent increased 
impervious surface area, including 13 small construction activities where there would be no 
direct impacts to vegetation because the construction would occur in previously disturbed areas 
(Table C-3). There would be potential for increased runoff from new impervious area. Without 
appropriate control measures, increased runoff could result in increased erosion, which could 
then remove native vegetation through scour. The potential loss of vegetation through scour 
from erosive water flow could extend off-post and affect vegetation on adjacent downslope 
land. Operation of facilities constructed under small construction activities would result in an 
increase in impervious area on YPG, concentrated primarily in cantonment areas where the 
existing impervious area is extensive. Small construction activities that would create new 
structures with a footprint of more than 5,000 ft2 would be compliant with Section 438 of EISA 
and the DoD Policy on Implementing Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA). 
Under EISA, federal facilities with a footprint that exceeds 5,000 ft2 must use site planning, 
design, construction, and maintenance strategies to maintain or restore, to the maximum extent 
technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the site with regard to temperature, rate, 
volume, and duration of flow. With EISA compliance, any indirect impacts to vegetation from 
post-construction stormwater runoff during operation of facilities would be negligible. 

TABLE C-3 
Potential for Impacts to Vegetation from Proposed Small Construction Projects 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Potential Impact to Vegetation  Small Construction Activities 

Potential for increased runoff from increase in 
impervious area in previously disturbed areas 
that would not have direct impacts to vegetation; 
EISA compliance would make impacts negligible. 

L021, L022, L023-b, L023-c, L023-d, L023-e, L024, 
L026, L027, L028, K015, K016, and K017 

Potential for increased runoff from increase in 
impervious area; EISA compliance would make 
impacts negligible.  
Permanent, moderate impacts to 
habitat/vegetation loss from construction of 
permanent structures, paved runways, and 
parking areas. 

L001-a, L003, L004, L005-b, L005-c, L006-a through 
L006-c, L007-a through L007-c, L009, L010, L011-b, 
L012-a through L012-e, L013-a, L014-b, L015-a, L016-
a, L017, L018, L029, L031-a through L031-c, L035, 
L036, L041, C004-a, C005-a, C007-a, C008-a, C010, 
C012-a, C017-a, C018, C019, C020-a, C024-b, C026-a, 
C026-b, C029-a, C038, C039, C046-a, K006, K011, 
K012-a, K013, K018, and K019. 

Long-term, moderate impacts to vegetation only 
from initial vegetation clearing, including 
establishment of TGPs. 

C014-a, C015-a through C015-r, C043-a, C043-b, 
C044-a through C044-c, C049, C051, C054, K014-a 
through K014-m, C047-a through C047-w 
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There are 59 proposed small construction activities, including 23 proposed TGPs in the Cibola 
Region, that would result in clearing of desert vegetation in previously undisturbed areas, but 
would not entail construction of permanent structures or increased impervious area (Table C-3). 
These activities would not result in elimination of any native species or specific habitat types 
from YPG because, although the impacts would be permanent, the impacts would be minor due 
to the small area relative to the size of YPG.  

Small construction activities that result in new permanent structures or impervious areas, such 
as parking areas, also would experience loss of vegetation from within the larger construction 
area that would not be converted to buildings or impervious surfaces because the disturbed 
area would exceed the footprint of any structures/facilities built. Because of the slow recovery 
of desert vegetation following disturbance, this vegetation loss would be long-term. These long-
term impacts would be minor, however, because the amount of vegetation that would be 
disturbed would be much less than 1 percent of the area of YPG. Approximately 50.6 ac of 
desert vegetation on YPG would experience these long-term impacts within the timeframe for 
recovery. 

If a construction site is dominated by exotic invasive vegetation, clearing for small construction 
activities would be a minor benefit to desert vegetation.  

3.2.8 Visual Resources 
During construction, small construction activities would result in an altered view of the 
immediate construction area. Small construction activities within cantonment areas away from 
public roads would not result in impacts to visual resources because, although the activities 
may be visible to public passers-by, the distance of the construction from the public road and 
the surrounding development would make the construction site blend into the background.  
After construction is completed, the new structures will be similar in appearance to existing 
structures 

There are five TGPs (C047-d, C047-f, C047-j, C047-t, and C047-w) that could be visible to 
passers-by on Cibola Lake Road. There would be temporary negative impacts from the presence 
of construction equipment during establishment of the TGPs. Once established, with the 
distance from Cibola Lake Road and intervening desert scrub vegetation, the TGPs would blend 
into the desert and would not constitute any more than a negligible impact to visual resources. 

There are 19 small construction activities, other than establishment of TGPs, that would be in 
proximity to US 95, Imperial Dam Road, Martinez Lake Road, or Cibola Lake Road and that 
would be visible to the public using those roads (Table C-4). These small construction activities 
would have the potential for impacts to visual resources during construction or operation. New 
buildings would be designed to blend with the existing visual landscape by using consistent 
architectural themes in accordance with the YPG Installation Design Guide to minimize the 
potential for long-term impacts to visual resources. 

TABLE C-4 
Potential for Impacts to Visual Resources from Proposed Small Construction Projects 
Yuma Proving Ground  

Activities Potential for Impacts to Visual Resources during Construction and Operation 

L001-a, L004, L015-a, 
L016-a, L035, L041, 
C008-a, C010, C012, 

Potential for minor temporary impacts to visual resources as viewed by the public from 
Martinez Lake Road. New structures would be compatible with existing buildings/ 
development in the area and there would be no long-term impact to visual resources.  



APPENDIX C—DETAILED PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

 C-25 

TABLE C-4 
Potential for Impacts to Visual Resources from Proposed Small Construction Projects 
Yuma Proving Ground  

Activities Potential for Impacts to Visual Resources during Construction and Operation 
C046-a through C046-c  

C038, C039, K012-a, 
K013, K016 

Potential for minor temporary impacts to visual resources as viewed by the public from US 
95. New structures would be compatible with existing buildings/ development in the area 
and there would be no long-term impact to visual resources. 

K011 This activity is renovation of an existing structure. Presence of construction equipment 
could be a minor temporary impact to visual resources. No long-term impacts to visual 
resources would result. 

K031 Potential for minor temporary impacts to visual resources as viewed by the public from US 
95. Once complete, new lagoon would not be visible to persons traveling on US 95. 

  

3.2.9 Water Resources 
There would be no direct impacts to surface water resources from small construction activities, 
as no proposed small construction activities would occur in or immediately adjacent to surface 
waters. All small construction activities would have the potential for indirect impacts to surface 
water resources as a result of construction stormwater runoff transporting sediments or vehicle 
fluids to receiving waters. Standard construction BMPs, as discussed in the FPEIS, would be 
implemented to minimize the potential for transport of materials to offsite surface waters.  

Small construction activities may have minor temporary impacts on groundwater. Dust 
suppression may be necessary during construction and may be accomplished by wetting 
exposed soils to prevent dust generation. This would result in an increased demand for 
groundwater during construction. Because small construction activities would occur across 
YPG and be separated in time, this increased demand at any point in time would be minor. No 
long-term impacts to groundwater from dust suppression activities during implementation of 
small construction activities would be expected. 

Operation of facilities constructed under small construction activities would result in an 
increase in impervious area on YPG, concentrated primarily in cantonment areas where the 
existing impervious area is high. Small construction activities that would create new structures 
with a footprint of more than 5,000 ft2 would be compliant with Section 438 of EISA and the 
DoD Policy on Implementing Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA). Under 
EISA, federal facilities with a footprint that exceeds 5,000 ft2 must use site planning, design, 
construction, and maintenance strategies to maintain or restore, to the maximum extent 
technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the site with regard to temperature, rate, 
volume, and duration of flow. With EISA compliance, any impacts from stormwater runoff 
during operation of facilities would be negligible. 

Because the Proposed Action would not result in a permanent increase in personnel assigned to 
or working at YPG, no long-term impacts to regional groundwater would be expected from 
operation of facilities built through small construction activities. 

3.2.10 Wildlife  
This section addresses the potential impact of small construction activities on wildlife resources. 
Construction activities outside of cantonment areas would have the potential to impact wildlife 
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or their habitat. Direct impacts to wildlife could result from displacement, nest/den 
abandonment, reduced health from increased stress, or incidental mortality. Indirect impacts to 
wildlife could result from disturbance that results in reduced foraging time, loss of habitat, or 
disruption of migratory pathways. Most wildlife habitat on YPG would remain intact and 
would continue to sustain wildlife populations. Indirect impacts also could result from 
introduction or spread of exotic invasive plant species that would result in habitat degradation. 
Disruption of normal activity patterns and loss of habitat would be the primary impacts to 
wildlife. Limited incidental mortality would likely occur, but would be less than significant at 
the population level. 

All proposed construction activities would involve soil disturbance and create the potential for 
the establishment or spread of exotic invasive plant species that could reduce habitat quality or 
increase fuel load and the potential risk of wildfire. The potential for impacts from wildfire was 
discussed in Section 3.2.2. Because most disturbed ground resulting from small construction 
activities would be converted to some form of impervious surfaces and routine maintenance 
activities to control nuisance vegetation would be implemented, any indirect impacts to wildlife 
from the introduction or spread of invasive exotic plant species would be minor. 

Small construction activities would not cause the loss of any water tanks that are used by 
wildlife species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by proposed small construction 
activities, there would be no induced behavioral changes in wildlife species using water tanks.  

All proposed small construction activities would occur within established Arizona Game and 
Fish Department Game Management Units (Units 41, 43A, and 43B). Some small construction 
activities would be in areas where game animals would occur. Temporary displacement of 
game animals from the vicinity of the activity would be expected, but no long-term impacts 
would result. Small construction activities would not be located in or near areas where game 
animals would birth or rear young. Any impacts to game species or game management would 
be negligible.  

There are 47 proposed small construction projects that would be in cantonment areas or other 
previously disturbed areas (Table C-5). Because there typically is only minimal use of these 
areas by wildlife and because the species using these areas typically would be acclimatized to 
human activity, these 47 small construction activities would have no more than negligible to 
minor impacts to wildlife on YPG. 

TABLE C-5 
Potential Wildlife Impacts from Proposed Small Construction Projects 
Yuma Proving Ground  

Impacts from Proposed Projects to Wildlife Small Construction Activities 

Negligible to minor impacts to wildlife due to 
habitat alteration and displacement in previously 
disturbed areas with limited habitat value. 

L001a, L003, L004, L005-a through L005-c, L006-a 
through L006-c, L007-a through L007-c, L009, L010, 
L011-b, L012-a through L012-f, L013, L014-b, L015-a, 
L016-a, L017, L018, L021, L022, L023-b through L023-
e, L024, L026, L027, L028, L029, L031-a through L031-
c, L034-a through L034-c, L035, L036, L041, C014-a, 
K011, K013, K015, K016, K017  

Minor long-term impacts due to loss or alteration 
of nesting/foraging habitat 

C015-a through C015-r, C017-a, C018, C019, C020-a, 
C024-b, C026-b, C029-a, C038, C039, C043-a through 
C043-c, C044-a through C044-c, C046-a through C046-
c, C047-a through C047-w, K006, K014, K018, K019, 
K020, and K031 
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There are 74 proposed small construction projects that would eliminate or permanently alter up 
to 63 ac of potential habitat for wildlife species in areas that have not been previously disturbed 
(Table C-5). Because the potential wildlife habitat on YPG and the adjacent land is very large 
and the impacts from small construction activities would be minor, indirect impacts to wildlife 
from loss habitat due to small construction activities would be long-term and minor. Through 
implementation of its Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), YPG would 
use adaptive management to maintain wildlife habitat to the extent practicable. Construction of 
these activities would cause wildlife to relocate from the vicinity or otherwise avoid the human 
activity. For more mobile animals, such as birds and larger mammals, this impact would be 
negligible to minor unless it also resulted in abandonment of nests, dens, or young. Animals 
that tend to hide rather than flee from human activity would be more likely to suffer incidental 
mortality from construction activities, as they may not leave areas where site preparation, 
including earthmoving, would occur. Incidental mortality could occur, but no loss of wildlife 
species on YPG would result. Because wildlife densities are generally low across YPG, any 
impact would be short-term and minor.  

Small construction activities C005-a and C044 are the only small construction activities 
proposed within identified desert bighorn sheep habitat. Neither of these activities would be 
located in an area where lambing would occur. Desert bighorn sheep would likely avoid the 
areas during construction. Small construction activity C005-a would be in an area that already 
receives human use and once construction is complete, it is expected that desert bighorn sheep 
would return to using the area comparable to how it was used prior to construction because any 
additional activity would be within the newly constructed building. No substantial change in 
desert bighorn sheep use of the area around C044 would be expected because use of the 
MEDEVAC helicopter pad would be infrequent. During helicopter evacuations, desert bighorn 
sheep would avoid the area. Any impacts would be minor. 

4.0 Large Construction Activities 
Large construction activities involve the construction of buildings, aviation support 
infrastructure, parking areas, and other construction activities where the total area of 
disturbance is greater than 5 ac.  

4.1 Activity Description 
L007-d:  L007-d would relocate the C-130 Combat Aircraft Loading Area (240,200 ft2) to CDH. 

L014-a: L014-a would construct an aircraft shelter (52,500 ft2) and command and control 
building (2,000 ft2), and would clear a UAS launch/recovery area (162 ac with 282,600 ft2 of 
aggregate base coat [ABC] in center of area) at Comanche Flats. 

C021-a through C021-d: C021-a through C021-d would construct a secure building with 
reinforced concrete floors and ramp, multiple buildings, water tank, POL storage area, graded 
parking, and an aircraft shelter, and would create a UAS launch/recovery site (total disturbance  
193,284 ft2) in an area centered at latitude 33.077, longitude -114.356. This proposed UAS 
launch/ recovery site would not have ABC placed in the center. 

C022-a through C022-e: C022-a through C022-e are grouped because the projects are inter-
related and would be implemented in the same area, centered at latitude 33.074, longitude -
114.36. These activities would construct a command and control room (2,000 ft2), concrete slab 
(10,000 ft2), walkways (1,800 ft2), an aircraft shelter (12,000 ft2), a POL storage area (900 ft2), a 
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runway expansion (725,000 ft2), taxiway (400,000 ft2), and fencing. In addition, the 
meteorological tower (100 ft2) at this site would be relocated to accommodate the planned 
construction. 

C023-a through C023-c: C023-a through C023-c are grouped because the projects are inter-
related and would be implemented in the same area, centered at latitude 33.051, longitude -
114.363. These activities would construct up to five buildings (2,500 ft2 each), a water tank 
(30,000 gallons, 1,000 ft2), a POL storage area (900 ft2), graded parking (7,500 ft2), and an aircraft 
shelter (43,500 ft2). In addition, a UAS launch/recovery area (22.8 ac) would be established. 

C024-a:  C024-a would construct an aircraft shelter (1,600 ft2), concrete pad (90,000 ft2), and 
graded parking area (250,000 ft2) near the IRCC Tank Maintenance and Storage Ramada. 

C025-a: C025-a would construct a runway (27.5 ac), taxiway (14 ac), aircraft shelter (12,000 ft2), 
and a building (2,000 ft2) at IRCC. 

C027-a: C027-a would expand the previously created flat area on top of a hill and construct a 
facility, concrete pad, and sensor tower (total of 10.2 ac) at Site 12. 

C030-a:  C030-a would construct an aircraft shelter, command and control building (2,000 ft2), 
office building (600 ft2), maintenance building (900 ft2), water tank (30,000 gallons, 1,000 ft2), 
POL storage area (900 ft2), and graded parking area (7,500 ft2), and would clear a UAS 
launch/recovery site east of Rocket Alley (162 ac with 282,600 ft2 of ABC placed in the center of 
the site). 

C033-a: C033-a would construct an aircraft shelter (52,500 ft2), control building (2,000 ft2), office 
building (600 ft2), maintenance building (900 ft2), concrete pad (5,000 ft2), water tank (30,000 
gallons, 1,000 ft2), POL storage area (900 ft2), and graded parking area (7,500 ft2), and would 
clear a launch/recovery site (162 ac with 282,600 ft2 of ABC placed in the center of the site) at C-
17. 

C050-a:  C050-a would construct a building (1,600 ft2) and UAS launch/recovery site (162 ac 
with 282,600 ft2 of ABC placed at center) at the Simulated Minefield Site to support UAS 
operations. 

K004-a: K004-a would construct an aircraft shelter (52,000 ft2), a command and control building 
(2,000 ft2), an office building (600 ft2), a maintenance building (900 ft2), a water tank (30,000 
gallons, 1,000 ft2), a POL storage area (900 ft2), and a graded parking area (7,500 ft2), and would 
clear a UAS launch/recovery area (162 ac with 282,600 ft2 of ABC in the center of area) at Smart 
Weapons Test Range (SWTR). 

K007-a: K007-a would construct a runway (302,800 ft2) west of the S-15 command and control 
shelter. 

K030:  K030 would construct a runway and taxiway (3,400,000 ft2), aircraft shelter (12,000 ft2), 
command and control room (2,000 ft2), simulator training room (1,600 ft2), classroom (2,000 ft2), 
maintenance area (2,000 ft2), POL storage area (900 ft2), graded area for parking (7,500 ft2), and 
concrete or asphalt pad (250,000 ft2). Additionally, K030 would clear areas for GCSs (30,000 ft2) 
and for a UAS launch/recovery site (30,000 ft2) at East Arm. 

4.2 Potential Impacts 
Specific discussions of impacts to Energy/Utilities, Noise, Safety, and Traffic/Transportation 
are not provided. There are no proposed activities in this category with unique impacts to these 



APPENDIX C—DETAILED PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

 C-29 

resources and no mitigation is required for impacts to these resources. The discussion of these 
resources provided in the body of the FPEIS adequately describes the potential for impacts to 
these resources from implementation of large construction activities. 

4.2.1 Air Quality 
None of the proposed large construction activities would occur within the designated non-
attainment area. The proposed large construction activities would be spread across space and 
time, which would minimize the potential for cumulative impacts during construction. The 
general air quality analysis provided in the body of the FPEIS provides an adequate discussion 
of potential air quality impacts (fugitive dust, combustion emissions) from implementing large 
construction activities and identifies appropriate mitigation measures. BMPs, as described in 
the FPEIS, would be implemented to minimize fugitive dust generation during construction. 

None of the large construction activities analyzed in detail would benefit air quality on YPG, 
but in conjunction with other proposed activities that would install solar-powered lighting or 
replace the use of diesel-powered generators with transmission line-delivered electricity, there 
would likely be positive cumulative impacts to air quality from reduced use of fossil fuels and 
reduced combustion emissions.  

4.2.2 Fire Management 
Large construction activities would have the potential for increased ignition of wildfires due to 
operation of construction equipment. Vegetation removal during site preparation would 
minimize this risk by reducing the fuel load in the area where construction equipment would be 
operated. In the Laguna Region, any wildfire that would start would be promptly suppressed, 
resulting in a very low potential for wildfire escape from large construction activities in the 
Laguna Region.  

Large construction activities could result in potential for the spread of invasive exotic plant 
species due to the presence of large areas of disturbed soil during construction. Increased 
invasive exotic plant species could increase fuel loads and lead to more intense wildfires. Large 
construction activities typically would result in partial cover of disturbed areas with impervious 
surfaces or maintained landscaping/cleared ground in areas not covered by impervious 
surfaces. Any impacts to activities or safety from wildfire as a result of the implementation of 
large construction activities would be negligible to minor. 

One proposed large construction activity (K030) would be in the remote northern portion of the 
East Arm of the Kofa Region. Because of the remote location, response to wildfires in this area 
would be slow and there would be a greater likelihood of spread under appropriate conditions. 
There would be potential for moderate impacts from wildfires in this area. Should a wildfire 
start that could not be suppressed by onsite personnel, safe evacuation of personnel would be 
the first priority and the wildfire would be reported to Range Control for an appropriate fire 
control response. Use of the facilities constructed under K030 in the northern portion of the East 
Arm would result in increased potential for wildfire ignition in northern Kofa due to operation 
of vehicles as staff report for and depart from work and from testing activities in an area not 
currently used for these purposes. Travel would be limited to existing established routes to 
minimize the potential for vehicle-related ignitions. Any impact on fire management from 
operations would be minor. 

Wildfires that ignite on YPG have the potential to spread beyond the installation boundaries 
onto adjoining lands. Similarly, fires that begin on adjoining lands could spread onto YPG. YPG 
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has developed an MOU with the USFWS and BLM that establishes guidance for cooperation 
and collaboration on wildland fire issues on YPG and the surrounding Federal lands. The MOU 
recognizes a common goal among the signatories to minimize the impacts of wildland fire on 
the desert landscape and establishes fire suppression and safety protocols for cooperative 
efforts to suppress desert wildfires. YPG would continue to cooperate with other Federal 
agencies per the MOU to combat wildfires in the region. 

4.2.3 Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste 
No more than minor adverse impacts to hazardous materials and hazardous wastes would be 
expected from large construction activities. Construction areas would have the potential for 
stormwater runoff to transport minor quantities of hazardous materials should a spill occur. 
Standard construction BMPs, as discussed in the FPEIS, and procedures in the activity-specific 
SWPPPs consistent with the Installation SPCCP and ISCP, would be implemented to minimize 
the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials to the environment and subsequent 
offsite transport.  

Seven large construction activities would result in creation of POL storage areas, which would 
reduce the risk of spills reaching offsite waters during operations and would be beneficial for 
hazardous materials use on YPG.  

Impervious area would increase and would create the potential for increased stormwater 
runoff, which could transport minor quantities of hazardous materials should a spill occur 
during operation. As discussed below under Water Resources, there would be only minor 
potential from increased runoff during operations due to implementation of appropriate post-
construction stormwater BMPs, as discussed in the FPEIS. 

Impacts would likely be minor. Of the proposed large construction activities, L007-d would 
relocate an existing activity from LAAF to CDH and would not change the current use/risk of 
hazardous materials (Table C-6). Any spills or releases would be localized and would be 
cleaned up immediately.  

There are two large construction activities (C024-a and C027-a) that would have the potential 
for spills of POLs from equipment or vehicles during testing and training activities or when 
conducting maintenance on military vehicles and equipment. These activities also would have 
the potential for localized spills of solvents or other chemicals during cleaning and facility 
maintenance activities (Table C-6). Any spills would be localized and would be cleaned up 
immediately. 

TABLE C-6 
Potential for Hazardous Materials Impacts from Proposed Large Construction Projects 
Yuma Proving Ground  

Potential for Hazardous Materials Impacts 
during Operation 

Large Construction Activities 

No change from current use of hazardous 
materials. 

L007-d 

Potential for spills of POLs from equipment or 
vehicles during operations and for small spills of 
cleaning materials/solvents during 
cleaning/maintenance of constructed facility. 

C024-a, C027-a 

Potential for spills of POLs from equipment or L014-a, C021-a through C021-d, C022-a through C022-
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TABLE C-6 
Potential for Hazardous Materials Impacts from Proposed Large Construction Projects 
Yuma Proving Ground  

Potential for Hazardous Materials Impacts 
during Operation 

Large Construction Activities 

parked vehicles during operations and for small 
spills of cleaning materials/solvents during 
cleaning/maintenance of constructed facility. 
Potential for MCOCs from operation of aircraft 
and UAS should armed systems be deployed. 

e, C023-a through C023-d, C025-a, C030-a, C033-a, 
C050-a, K004-a, K007-a, K030 

  

There are 11 large construction activities that would construct new runways or UAS 
launch/recovery areas. Should armed aircraft be operated from these new facilities, there 
would be potential for release of MCOCs during testing or training events (Table C-6). The risk 
of exposure to MCOCs would exist at these locations in addition to the potential for leaks of 
POL spills from vehicles during operations and the potential for spills during cleaning or 
maintenance. No intentional detonation would occur, and any MCOC releases would be 
localized and cleaned up immediately.  

Operations, including testing and training, would comply with BMPs identified in the SPCCP 
and ISCP. Further, YPG would implement appropriate control and containment measures to 
minimize the potential for contamination or exposure to hazardous materials. The Installation 
SPCCP and the Installation ISCP would be implemented to minimize the potential for 
accidental release of hazardous materials to the environment and subsequent offsite transport.  

4.2.4 Land Use 
Land use impacts from proposed large construction activities would be minor to moderate and 
separated in time and space. Impacts of specific projects are discussed below. This section 
addresses impacts to land use only. Potential impacts to biological resources (vegetation, 
wildlife, and sensitive species) are discussed in Sections 1.4.2.6, 1.4.2.7, and 1.4.2.10, 
respectively. 

Proposed activity L007-d would relocate the C-130 Combat Aircraft Loading Area to CDH. 
Approximately 5.5 ac (240,200 ft2) of desert scrub habitat would be converted to pavement. 
Additional land would be required to accommodate stormwater management at the site. The 
area that would be used is within the established airfield maintenance area for CDH, an area 
designated to support military air operations. Because the area would continue to support 
military air operations, impacts to land use from relocation of the C-130 Combat Aircraft 
Loading Area to CDH would be minor. 

Proposed activity L014-a would convert approximately 7.7 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious surfaces to construct an aircraft shelter, to construct a command and control 
building, and to place ABC in the center of a UAS launch/recovery area. In addition, woody 
desert vegetation would be cleared from an additional approximately 157 ac of desert scrub 
habitat to establish the UAS launch/recovery area. All proposed construction would occur at 
Comanche Flats, an established testing area on YPG that supports military activities. Because 
the area already supports military activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, which is 
compatible with proposed testing and training, and because the area of new impervious 
surfaces would be relatively small, impacts to land use would be minor.  
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Proposed activities C021-a through C021-d would convert approximately 0.6 ac of desert scrub 
habitat to impervious surfaces to construct multiple buildings, a water tank, and an aircraft 
shelter. In addition, approximately 0.2 ac of desert scrub habitat would be cleared and graded to 
construct a parking area and approximately 3.6 ac of desert scrub habitat would be cleared of 
woody vegetation to establish a UAS launch/recovery site with no ABC in the center. Because 
the area is designated to support military activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, 
which is compatible with proposed testing and training, and because the area of new 
impervious surfaces would be relatively small, impacts to land use would be minor. 

Proposed activities C022-a through C022-e would convert approximately 26 ac of desert scrub 
habitat to impervious surfaces to construct multiple buildings, walkways, and a 
runway/taxiway. Because the area is designated to support military activities and is designated 
as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with proposed testing and training activities, and 
because the entire area would be converted to impervious surfaces, impacts to land use would 
be moderate. 

Proposed activities C023-a through C023-c would convert approximately 2 ac of desert scrub 
habitat to impervious surfaces to construct multiple buildings and an aircraft shelter. 
Approximately 0.2 ac of desert scrub habitat would be cleared and graded to construct a 
parking area. In addition, a UAS launch/recovery area of approximately 22.8 ac would be 
established by removing all woody vegetation from the area. Because the area is designated to 
support military activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with 
proposed testing and training, and because the area of new impervious surfaces would be 
relatively small, impacts to land use would be minor. 

Proposed activity C024-a would convert approximately 2.1 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious surfaces to construct an aircraft shelter and concrete pad. In addition, 
approximately 5.75 ac of desert scrub habitat would be graded to create a parking area. 
Proposed activity C024-a would be implemented near the IRCC Tank Maintenance and Storage 
Ramada, an area that already supports military activities. Because the area already supports 
military activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with proposed 
testing and training, and because the area of new impervious surfaces would be relatively 
small, impacts to land use would be minor.  

Proposed activity C025-a would convert approximately 41.8 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious area to construct a runway/taxiway, an aircraft shelter, and a building at the IRCC. 
Because this area already supports military activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, 
which is compatible with proposed testing and training, and because the entire area would be 
converted to impervious surfaces, impacts to land use would be minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity C027-a would expand a previously created flat area on top of a hill and would 
construct a facility, concrete pad, and sensor tower at Site 12, which is used to support military 
activities. Approximately 10.2 ac of desert scrub habitat would be converted to a mix of 
impervious and cleared pervious surfaces. Because the area already supports military activities 
and is designated as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with proposed testing and 
training, and because only a portion of the area would be converted to impervious surfaces, 
impacts to land use would be minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity C030-a would convert approximately 7.7 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious surfaces to construct an aircraft shelter and a command and control building, and to 
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place ABC in the center of a UAS launch/recovery area. In addition, woody desert vegetation 
would be cleared from an additional approximately 157 ac of desert scrub habitat to establish 
the UAS launch/recovery area. All proposed construction would occur at Rocket Alley, an 
established testing area on YPG that supports military activities. Because the area already 
supports military activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with 
proposed testing and training, and because the area of new impervious surfaces would be 
relatively small, impacts to land use would be minor.  

Proposed activity C033-a would convert approximately 7.7 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious surfaces to construct an aircraft shelter and a command and control building, and to 
place ABC in the center of a UAS launch/recovery area. In addition, woody desert vegetation 
would be cleared from an additional approximately 157 ac of desert scrub habitat to establish 
the UAS launch/recovery area. All proposed construction would occur at Site C-17, an 
established testing area on YPG that supports military activities. Because the area already 
supports military activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with 
proposed testing and training, and because the area of new impervious surfaces would be 
relatively small, impacts to land use would be minor. 

Proposed activity C050-a would convert approximately 7.7 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious surfaces to construct an aircraft shelter and  a command and control building, and 
to place ABC in the center of a UAS launch/recovery area. In addition, woody desert vegetation 
would be cleared from an additional approximately 157 ac of desert scrub habitat to establish 
the UAS launch/recovery area. All proposed construction would occur at the Simulated 
Minefield Site, an established testing area on YPG that supports military activities. Because the 
area already supports military activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, which is 
compatible with proposed testing and training, and because the area of new impervious 
surfaces would be relatively small, impacts to land use would be minor. 

Proposed activity K004-a would convert approximately 7.7 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious surfaces to construct an aircraft shelter and a command and control building, and to 
place ABC in the center of a UAS launch/recovery area. In addition, woody desert vegetation 
would be cleared from an additional approximately 157 ac of desert scrub habitat to establish 
the UAS launch/recovery area. All proposed construction would occur at SWTR, an established 
testing area on YPG that supports military activities. Because the area already supports military 
activities and is designated as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with proposed testing 
and training, and because the area of new impervious surfaces would be relatively small, 
impacts to land use would be minor.  

Proposed activity K007-a would convert approximately 7 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious surfaces to construct a runway west of the S-15 command and control shelter. 
Because the area already is designated to support military activities and is designated as 
Range/Open Land, which is compatible with proposed testing and training, and because the 
area of new impervious surfaces would be relatively small, impacts to land use would be minor. 

Proposed activity K030 would convert approximately 13.1 ac of desert scrub habitat to 
impervious surfaces to construct a runway/taxiway, an aircraft shelter, buildings, and a 
concrete/asphalt pad. Approximately 0.2 ac of desert scrub habitat would be cleared and 
graded to establish a parking area. Additionally, approximately 1.4 ac of desert scrub habitat 
would be cleared to establish areas for GCSs and a UAS launch/recovery site. This activity 
would convert approximately 15 ac of land that is designated as Range/Open Land to 
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Institutional use. Because the activities are proposed in the East Arm of the Kofa Region, which 
is designated to support military activities but where no buildings or impervious surfaces occur, 
the impacts to land use would be moderate. 

4.2.5 Soils 
Proposed large construction activities would involve soil disturbance during site preparation 
and during construction activities. Soils on YPG are of two broad types: highly erodible and not 
highly erodible. The FPEIS (Section 3.15.2.3) provides an adequate analysis of impacts to soils 
that are not highly erodible, and this analysis focuses on potential impacts to highly erodible 
soils as a result of proposed small construction activities. A large portion of land suitable for 
development on YPG occurs in areas with highly erodible soils because these areas tend to be 
the flatter areas where sediments have been deposited over time. There are four highly erodible 
soils complexes on YPG (Cristobal-Gunsight complex, Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex, 
Superstition-Rositas complex, and Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex), as discussed in the FPEIS. 
Highly erodible soils that would be impacted by large construction activities include the 
Cristobal-Gunsight complex and the Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex 

Proposed large construction activities K030, C021-a through C021-d, and C027–a would not 
impact highly erodible soils because no highly erodible soils occur in the proposed construction 
area for these activities. All other proposed large construction activities would have the 
potential to impact highly erodible soils. 

Soils impacts from large construction activities would include direct impacts from site 
preparation and development of structures and infrastructure, including airfield infrastructure, 
and indirect impacts from soil erosion as a result of scour from stormwater runoff, either during 
construction or during operations after construction is complete. Highly erodible soils are more 
susceptible to erosion when disturbed and erosion could occur during site preparation and 
other construction activities. Site-specific construction BMPs, as discussed in Section 3.2.5 for 
small construction activities, would be used to stabilize disturbed soils, which would minimize 
the potential for soil erosion from stormwater runoff and wind erosion. Construction BMPs 
would comply with the 2005 Arizona Department of Transportation Erosion and Pollution 
Control Manual. 

Because all large construction activities would exceed 5 ac, an Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality construction stormwater permit through the Arizona Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System would be required. Each proposed large construction activity 
would develop and implement a Construction SWPPP to stabilize disturbed soils and minimize 
the potential for indirect impacts to water resources. Following the completion of construction, 
a site would be stabilized to minimize the potential for erosion from post-construction 
stormwater runoff. Large construction activities that would create new structures with a 
footprint of more than 5,000 ft2 would be compliant with Section 438 of the EISA and the DoD 
Policy on Implementing Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA). These large 
construction activities would use site planning, design, construction, and maintenance 
strategies to maintain or restore, to the maximum extent technically feasible, the 
predevelopment hydrology of the site with regard to temperature, rate, volume, and duration of 
flow. EISA compliance would minimize the potential for post-construction stormwater scour to 
affect onsite and offsite soils and any impacts to highly erodible soils from post-construction 
stormwater runoff would be expected to be negligible to minor.  
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Where soils that are susceptible to wind erosion are disturbed, there would be potential to 
create dust and contribute to PM10 that could affect air quality. Potential air quality impacts, 
including mitigation measures to suppress dust generation, were discussed in Section 4.2.1.  

It is not possible to locate large construction activities such that highly erodible soils are 
avoided completely due to the prevalence of these soils on level areas on YPG. During site 
selection and site design, soil erosion potential would be considered and specific site designs 
would minimize overlay with highly erodible soils to the extent practicable. 

Large construction activities would disturb up to 694.09 ac of highly erodible soils. The 
Cristobal-Gunsight complex makes up approximately 70 percent of the highly erodible soils 
that would be impacted by large construction activities, with the Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar 
complex making up the remainder. There would be up to 11.32 ac of highly erodible soils 
impacted in the Laguna Region by large construction activities. There would be impacts on up 
to 513.82 ac of highly erodible soils from large construction activities in the Cibola Region. 
Approximately 168.95 ac of highly erodible soils would be impacted in the Kofa Region by large 
construction activities. The potential impacts to highly erodible soils by large construction 
activity are discussed below.  

 Large construction activity L007-d would impact 5.51 ac of highly erodible soils through 
construction of a C-130 Combat Aircraft Loading Area. Impacts to soils from this large 
construction activity would mainly occur during site preparation and construction. Any 
operational impacts would be negligible because the area would be converted to impervious 
surface with appropriate stormwater controls to maintain site hydrology after construction. 
Direct impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be minor due to the relatively small 
area of highly erodible soils that would be impacted and the implementation of appropriate 
construction BMPs.  

Large construction activity L014-a would disturb 162 ac, but only 5.81 ac of highly erodible soils 
occur within the larger area, and they occur around the periphery of the 162-ac area that would 
be cleared of woody vegetation. No grading or impervious surfaces would occur on these soils, 
and the clearing of woody vegetation would be minimally intrusive on soils. Direct impacts to 
soils from establishment of the UAS launch/recovery area would be negligible to minor. No soil 
stabilization would be conducted after woody vegetation removal, and there could be potential 
for long-term erosion. However, because site runoff characteristics would be essentially 
unchanged and because of the generally level site topography, the potential for long-term 
erosion of these soils would be minor. Because the highly erodible soils are around the 
periphery of the proposed DZ and not in the target area, no operational impacts from drop tests 
or cargo retrieval would be expected. There are large UAS launch/recovery areas, such as the 
one proposed at L014-a, that are in use on YPG and no erosion issues have been identified from 
historical use. Long-term impacts to highly erodible soils from large construction activity L014-a 
would be expected to be similar to those in existing UAS launch/recovery areas and would 
likely be negligible to minor.  

Large construction activities C022-a through C022-e would develop a complex to support aerial 
activities and would impact up to 22.4 ac of highly erodible soils. Impacts to highly erodible 
soils would mainly occur during site preparation and construction. Construction stormwater 
BMPs would be implemented to minimize the potential for erosion from scour during 
construction. Any operational impacts would be negligible because the area would be 
converted to impervious surfaces (buildings, runway, and taxiways) with appropriate 
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stormwater controls to maintain site hydrology after construction. Direct impacts to highly 
erodible soils would be expected to be minor due to the relatively small area of highly erodible 
soils that would be impacted and the implementation of appropriate construction BMPs. Any 
impacts during operation would be expected to be negligible as a result of the stormwater 
controls that would be in place. 

Proposed activities C023-a through C023-c would develop a small UAS launch/recovery area 
that would cover 22.8 ac of highly erodible soils. Approximately 0.125 ac would be converted to 
impervious cover as buildings and a water tank. Construction stormwater BMPs would be 
implemented to minimize the potential for erosion from scour during construction. Appropriate 
stormwater controls to maintain site hydrology after construction would be implemented. 
Approximately 0.17 ac would be converted to a graded parking area that would not be paved. 
Site grading for the pervious graded parking area would promote infiltration and prevent 
runoff, which would prevent scour impacts to highly erodible soils during use of the parking 
area. No construction would occur on the remaining acreage, but woody vegetation would be 
removed from the remainder of the 22.8-ac area. No direct impacts to highly erodible soils 
would be expected from vegetation clearing, although stormwater infiltration and runoff may 
change on the area cleared of woody vegetation, which could result in impacts to highly 
erodible soils from scour and erosion during and following precipitation events. The level 
topography of the site would minimize runoff and promote infiltration. Direct impacts to highly 
erodible soils would be expected to be minor due to the relatively small area of highly erodible 
soils that would be impacted and the implementation of appropriate construction BMPs. 
Impacts to highly erodible soils during operation would be expected to be negligible due to the 
small area of the site and because UAS operations would be minimally intrusive with regard to 
soils.  

The construction area for proposed activity C024-a would include 7.84 ac of highly erodible 
soils. There would be 5.74 ac of highly erodible soils converted to a graded parking area that 
would not be paved. Site grading for the pervious graded parking area would promote 
infiltration and prevent runoff, which would prevent scour impacts to highly erodible soils 
during use of the parking area. The other 2.1 ac of highly erodible soils would be converted to 
impervious surfaces with appropriate stormwater controls to maintain site hydrology after 
construction. Construction stormwater BMPs would be implemented to minimize the potential 
for erosion from scour during construction. Direct impacts to highly erodible soils would be 
expected to be minor due to the relatively small area of highly erodible soils that would be 
impacted and the implementation of appropriate construction BMPs. Any impacts during 
operation would be expected to be negligible as a result of the stormwater controls that would 
be in place.  

The construction area for proposed activity C025-a would include 41.82 ac of highly erodible 
soils, with most impacts (41.5 ac) associated with construction of a runway and taxiway. 
Construction stormwater BMPs would be implemented to minimize the potential for erosion 
from scour during construction. Appropriate stormwater controls to maintain site hydrology 
after construction would be implemented. Direct impacts to highly erodible soils would be 
expected to be minor due to the relatively small area of highly erodible soils that would be 
impacted and the implementation of appropriate construction BMPs. Any impacts during 
operation would be expected to be negligible as a result of the stormwater controls that would 
be in place.  
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Proposed Activity C030-a would clear 162 ac of woody vegetation to establish a UAS 
launch/recovery area. The entire 162-ac area would cover highly erodible soils. Approximately 
6.5 ac of highly erodible soils would be covered with ABC for a landing area. This area would 
be partially pervious, and would not be subject to further impacts after construction is 
complete. Approximately 0.125 ac would be converted to impervious cover as buildings and a 
water tank. Construction stormwater BMPs would be implemented to minimize the potential 
for erosion from scour during construction. Appropriate stormwater controls to maintain site 
hydrology after construction would be implemented. Approximately 0.17 ac would be 
converted to a graded parking area that would not be paved. Site grading for the pervious 
graded parking area would promote infiltration and prevent runoff, which would prevent scour 
impacts to highly erodible soils during use of the parking area. No construction would occur on 
the remaining acreage, but woody vegetation would be removed from the remainder of the 162-
ac area. No direct impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected from vegetation clearing, 
although stormwater infiltration and runoff may change on the area cleared of woody 
vegetation, which could result in impacts to highly erodible soils from scour and erosion during 
and following precipitation events. The generally level topography of the site would minimize 
runoff and promote infiltration. UAS launch/recovery activities would occur mainly within the 
6.5-ac area covered with ABC and the buildings, with human activity occurring on the 
remainder of the area only infrequently, and this activity would be minimally intrusive on soils. 
Long-term impacts to highly erodible soils associated from use of the proposed UAS 
launch/recovery area would be expected to be similar to those of existing UAS launch/recovery 
areas, which have not exhibited long-term erosion issues. Direct impacts to highly erodible soils 
during construction would be expected to be minor to moderate due to the implementation of 
appropriate construction BMPs. Any impacts during operation would be expected to be 
negligible as a result of the stormwater controls that would be in place and the infrequent 
disturbance of the undeveloped portion of the UAS launch/recovery area. 

Proposed activity C033-a would establish a UAS launch/recovery area with supporting 
facilities that would have the same configuration as proposed activity C030-a. Almost all (152.17 
ac) of the 162-ac area would cover highly erodible soils. The potential for impacts to highly 
erodible soils would be comparable to that discussed for proposed activity C030-a and the 
measures implemented to avoid or minimize the potential for impacts would be the same as 
discussed for proposed activity C030-a. 

Proposed activity C050-a would establish a UAS launch/recovery area with supporting 
facilities that would have the same configuration as proposed activity C030-a. Highly erodible 
soils cover 103.25 ac of the 162-ac site. The potential for impacts to highly erodible soils would 
be comparable to that discussed for proposed activity C030-a, except that the potential for 
operational impacts would be slightly less due to the lesser amount of highly erodible soils, and 
the measures implemented to avoid or minimize the potential for impacts would be the same as 
discussed for proposed activity C030-a. 

Proposed activity K004-a would establish a UAS launch/recovery area with supporting 
facilities that would have the same configuration as proposed activity C030-a. The entire 162-ac 
area that would be developed into a UAS launch recovery area would cover highly erodible 
soils. The potential for impacts to highly erodible soils and the measures implemented to avoid 
or minimize the potential for impacts would be the same as discussed for proposed activity 
C030-a. 
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The construction area for proposed activity K007-a would include 6.95 ac of highly erodible 
soils that would be converted to impervious surfaces for construction of a runway and a 
command and control shelter. Construction stormwater BMPs would be implemented to 
minimize the potential for erosion from scour during construction. Appropriate stormwater 
controls to maintain site hydrology after construction would also be implemented. Direct 
impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be minor due to the relatively small area 
of highly erodible soils that would be impacted and the implementation of appropriate 
construction BMPs. Any impacts during operation would be expected to be negligible as a 
result of the stormwater controls that would be in place. 

4.2.6 Threatened or Endangered Species and Species of Concern 
Proposed large construction activities would not be expected to have impacts to three of the TES 
species that occur on YPG, including desert rosy boa, Mojave fringe-toed lizard, and Parish’s 
onion. YPG lacks quality potentially suitable habitat for the desert rosy boa due to the lack of 
intermittent or permanent streams with associated riparian areas. The poor to marginal 
potentially suitable habitat that does occur on YPG is not within or adjacent to any proposed 
large construction activities. The Mohave fringe-toed lizard occurs on YPG only in sand dune 
habitat in the northwestern portion of the Cibola Region. This area would not be impacted by 
any proposed large construction activities. Parish’s onion occurs in the Kofa NWR near the 
boundary of YPG and could occur on YPG in areas near the refuge. No impacts from large 
construction activities would occur near the boundary with the Kofa NWR. Because there 
would be no potential for impacts to these species or their habitats, they are not further 
discussed. As noted in the discussion of small construction activities, potential impacts to the 
Nichol Turk’s head are not addressed because the species would not occur on YPG. 

Large construction activities that are proposed outside of cantonment areas would have the 
potential to impact other TES species that occur on YPG or their habitats. Direct impacts to TES 
species could result through displacement, injury, or mortality from construction and operation 
activities. Indirect impacts to species could result from disturbance associated with construction 
and operation activities that lead to nest/den abandonment, loss or alteration of habitat, or 
disruption of migratory pathways. TES species also could experience habitat loss or 
degradation from the introduction or spread of exotic invasive plant species. All proposed 
construction activities would involve soil disturbance that would create the potential for the 
establishment or spread of exotic invasive plant species that could directly outcompete native 
species or displace food plants. In addition, growth of exotic invasive vegetation could increase 
fuel load and the potential for the spread of wildfire following abnormally wet years, which 
could cause mortality, disruption of reproduction, or loss of habitat for TES species. The 
following sections discuss the potential for impacts to TES species on YPG from large 
construction activities that would occur in areas where TES species may occur.  

Large construction activities would not cause the loss of any water tanks that are used by TES 
species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by large construction activities, there 
would be no induced behavioral changes in TES species using water tanks.  

The Sonoran desert tortoise has been observed in low numbers on YPG. The USFWS has 
identified much of YPG as primary desert tortoise habitat, but the animals may occur in other 
areas on YPG. Two large construction activities (C033-a and K030) are proposed within areas 
identified as primary Sonoran desert tortoise habitat on YPG. These activities would alter or 
eliminate potential habitat on up to 94 ac for the species. Because the area identified as primary 
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Sonoran desert tortoise habitat on YPG and the adjacent land is very large and the impacts from 
large construction activities would be minor, impacts to Sonoran desert tortoise from reduction 
of habitat within the area identified as primary Sonoran desert tortoise habitat would be long-
term and minor. Other large construction activities could impact the Sonoran desert tortoise 
through displacement, incidental mortality, or loss or alteration of habitat. The density of 
Sonoran desert tortoise on YPG is low, so any impacts would be expected to be minor. Impacts 
to Sonoran desert tortoise from loss habitat due to construction activities would be long-term 
and minor, because the area identified as primary Sonoran desert tortoise habitat on YPG is 
very large relative to the area that would be impacted by proposed large construction activities 
and because the impacts of other large construction activities would be separated in space and 
time. There would be potential for incidental mortality during large construction activities. YPG 
will continue to implement those portions of the Arizona Interagency Desert Tortoise Team 
Recommended Standard Mitigation Measures for Projects in Sonoran Desert Tortoise Habitat that are 
consistent with the military mission. With implementation of these guidelines, the potential for 
incidental mortality or injury would be negligible to minor. Should the Sonoran desert tortoise 
be listed under the ESA, activities proposed in areas where the tortoise may occur on YPG 
would be re-evaluated with regard to potential impacts and appropriate consultation with the 
USFWS would be conducted prior to any land-disturbing activities.  

Proposed large construction activity K030 would occur in or near an area of known Sonoran 
pronghorn activity. Sonoran pronghorn would likely avoid the area during construction. No 
mortality of individuals would be expected from implementation of proposed activity K030. 
Impacts resulting from a disruption of normal behavior patterns during construction would be 
temporary and would end when construction is complete. There would be a minor loss of up to 
86 ac of  potential Sonoran pronghorn habitat from construction of the new runway, aircraft 
shelter, parking area, concrete or asphalt pad, two UAS launch/recovery sites, and associated 
buildings. Impacts from habitat loss would long-term and minor. 

All large construction activities would occur outside of cantonment areas in potentially suitable 
habitat for the banded Gila monster. Construction and vegetation clearing on YPG could 
negatively impact this species through loss of habitat. Because this species is slow-moving, and 
would tend to hide rather than flee from human disturbance, direct impacts could result from 
earth-moving activities. Buildings and permanent impervious areas would be sited, to the 
extent practicable, to avoid impacts to the habitats preferred by the banded Gila monster 
because these rocky areas would require greater efforts to prepare for construction. Operation 
of facilities developed through large construction projects would not be expected to impact the 
banded Gila monster beyond causing it to hide, as the animals would likely avoid the areas of 
human disturbance. Impacts resulting from habitat loss would be long-term and minor. Direct 
impacts resulting from incidental mortality related to construction activities would be expected 
to be minor due to the low probability of occurrence.  

Potential foraging and nesting habitat for the loggerhead shrike could be reduced through 
vegetation clearing associated with site preparation and construction activities. Due to the 
mobility of the species, incidental mortality would be unlikely if nests are avoided. Shrikes 
would likely relocate away from disturbance-causing activities unless already nesting in an 
area. Any impacts to the loggerhead shrike would be long-term and minor due to reduction in 
potential foraging and nesting habitat. YPG could delay construction to avoid potential conflicts 
with nesting loggerhead shrike. Loggerhead shrike may use the areas in and around large 
construction activities after construction is complete and this could result in interaction with 
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testing or training activities. Operational activities would not be expected to impact the 
loggerhead shrike beyond temporary displacement, as the animals move away from human 
activity. Operations conducted after completion of the large construction activities could have a 
minor long-term negative impact on loggerhead shrike. 

All proposed large construction activities would be in areas where the western burrowing owl 
could occur. However, there are no large construction activities proposed in the grasslands 
along the lower Colorado and Gila Rivers, which provide large amounts of preferred habitat for 
this species. Western burrowing owls would likely temporarily relocate from areas of active 
construction, but could resume use of these areas after construction is complete. Should a 
western burrowing owl be determined to be using a burrow or nesting within or immediately 
adjacent to a large construction area, YPG could take measures to relocate the owls from the 
area prior to construction or to delay construction until after the young had fledged. Western 
burrowing owls may use the area around large construction activities after construction, and 
this could result in interaction with testing or training activities. Operational activities would 
not be expected to impact the western burrowing owl beyond temporary displacement, as the 
animals would move away from the human activity. Any long-term impacts would result from 
a reduction in potential nesting and foraging habitat and would be negligible to minor.  

Bat species of concern, including the California leaf-nosed bat, cave myotis, and the pocketed 
free-tailed bat, may forage and roost on YPG. These species roost in caves and mines, which 
would not be impacted by large construction activities. There would be no indirect impacts to 
these bat species through loss or degradation of roosting habitat. The western yellow bat and 
the spotted bat may occur as transients or migrants on YPG, but would not roost on the 
installation. Potential foraging habitat for these five bat species would be reduced through 
vegetation clearing associated with site preparation for large construction activities. Because the 
amount of clearing would be minor relative to the total foraging habitat available on YPG and 
the surrounding lands, any indirect impacts to bats from loss of foraging habitat would be 
minor. Because bats are highly mobile, these animals would be expected to relocate from areas 
of human activity. The yellow bat and the spotted bat do not roost or reproduce on YPG, and 
the other three sensitive bat species would not roost in areas where large construction projects 
would occur. Therefore, sensitive bat species would not occur in construction areas during the 
daytime when clearing and construction would occur, and no direct impacts to sensitive bat 
species would be expected from large construction activities.  

Wild horses and burros use habitat throughout YPG and it is unlikely that proposed large 
construction activities would have more than negligible impacts. Animals may be temporarily 
displaced by site preparation and other construction activities, but these animals would be 
expected to leave areas where construction is occurring and resume use of any suitable habitat 
near construction sites once construction is complete. Any impacts from construction would be 
temporary and minor. It is also possible that wild horses and burros could occur as transients at 
large construction activity sites during operations. If encountered, work would be delayed until 
the animals had left the area. Any impacts would be minor and temporary.  

Other plant species of concern on YPG include the desert barrel cactus, straw-top cholla, 
saguaro cactus, and ocotillo, all of which occur scattered throughout YPG. Small construction 
activities could impact these species through vegetation clearing associated with creation of 
TGPs or during site preparation for other large construction activities. Plants would be salvaged 
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where practicable and relocated to other suitable habitat on YPG. There would be minor long-
term impacts to these species as a result of the large construction activities.  

4.2.7 Vegetation 
The potential for large construction activities to affect vegetation through changes in wildfire 
frequency or intensity was discussed in Section 4.2.2 and is not further discussed here.  

All proposed large construction activities could create short-term construction runoff. During 
construction, appropriate BMPs would be used to stabilize disturbed soils, which would 
minimize the potential for indirect impacts to vegetation as a result of erosion of exposed 
disturbed soils from stormwater runoff.  

Implementation of the proposed large construction activities would result in clearing of up to 
966 ac of desert scrub vegetation in areas not previously disturbed by construction or other 
activities on YPG. These activities would not result in elimination of any native species or 
specific habitat types from YPG because, although the impacts would be permanent, the 
impacts would be minor due to the small area relative to the size of YPG.  

Large construction activities that result in new permanent structures or impervious areas also 
would experience loss of vegetation from within the larger construction area that would not be 
converted to buildings or impervious surfaces because the disturbed area would exceed the 
footprint of any structures/facilities built. Because of the slow recovery of desert vegetation 
following disturbance, this vegetation loss would be long-term. These long-term impacts would 
be minor, however, because the amount of vegetation that would be disturbed would be much 
less than 1 percent of the area of YPG.  

Proposed large construction activities would result in up to 176 ac of permanent increased 
impervious surface area. In addition to increased permanent impervious surface area from 
construction of buildings, landing pads, and parking areas, 39 ac would be converted to 
impervious surface as UAS launch/recovery areas composed of ABC. There would be potential 
for increased runoff from new impervious areas. Without appropriate control measures, 
increased runoff could result in increased erosion, which could then remove native vegetation 
through scour. The potential loss of vegetation through scour from erosive water flow could 
extend off-post and affect vegetation on adjacent downstream properties. Large construction 
activities would be compliant with Section 438 of the EISA and the DoD Policy on Implementing 
Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA). Under EISA, federal facilities with 
a footprint that exceeds 5,000 ft2 must use site planning, design, construction, and maintenance 
strategies to maintain or restore, to the maximum extent technically feasible, the 
predevelopment hydrology of the site with regard to temperature, rate, volume, and duration of 
flow. With EISA compliance, any indirect impacts to vegetation from post-construction 
stormwater runoff during operation of facilities would be negligible. 

Some clearing for large construction activities could be beneficial. If a site or substantial portion 
of a site is dominated by exotic invasive vegetation, clearing of the area would be a minor 
benefit to desert vegetation. 

4.2.8 Visual Resources 
All of the proposed large construction activities would occur in areas remote from public 
viewing. Because these activities would not be visible to the general public, implementation of 
large construction activities would not be considered an impact to visual resources. New 
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buildings would be designed to blend with the existing visual landscape by using consistent 
architectural themes in accordance with the YPG Installation Design Guide to minimize the 
potential for long-term impacts to visual resources. 

4.2.9 Water Resources 
There would be no direst impacts to surface water resources from large construction activities, 
as no proposed large construction activities would occur in or immediately adjacent to surface 
waters. All large construction activities would have the potential for indirect impacts to surface 
water resources as a result of construction stormwater runoff transporting sediments or vehicle 
fluids to receiving waters. Standard construction BMPs, as discussed in the FPEIS, would be 
implemented to minimize the potential for transport of materials to offsite surface waters.  

Large construction activities may have minor temporary impacts on groundwater. Dust 
suppression may be necessary during construction and may be accomplished by wetting 
exposed soils to prevent dust generation. This would result in an increased demand for 
groundwater during construction. Because large construction activities would occur across YPG 
and be separated in time, this increased demand at any point in time would be minor. No long-
term impacts to groundwater from dust suppression activities during implementation of large 
construction activities would be expected. 

Operation of facilities constructed under large construction activities would result in an increase 
in impervious area on YPG, concentrated primarily in cantonment areas where the existing 
impervious area is extensive. Small construction activities that would create new structures 
with a footprint of more than 5,000 ft2 would be compliant with Section 438 of the EISA and the 
DoD Policy on Implementing Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA). Under 
EISA, federal facilities with a footprint that exceeds 5,000 ft2 must use site planning, design, 
construction, and maintenance strategies to maintain or restore, to the maximum extent 
technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the site with regard to temperature, rate, 
volume, and duration of flow. With EISA compliance, any impacts from stormwater runoff 
during operation of facilities would be negligible. 

Because the Proposed Action would not result in a permanent increase in personnel assigned to 
or working at YPG, no long-term impacts to regional groundwater would be expected from 
operation of facilities built through large construction activities. Proposed activity K030 would 
create a new demand on groundwater in the northern portion of the East Arm of the Kofa 
Region. Because there would be no increase in permanent personnel on YPG, the baseline 
demand for groundwater consumption at the proposed facility would be relocated from 
another part of YPG and would not constitute a new demand on regional groundwater.  

4.2.10 Wildlife  
This section addresses the potential impact of large construction activities on wildlife resources. 
There would be potential for impacts to wildlife and/or their habitat. Direct impacts to wildlife 
could result from displacement, nest/den abandonment, reduced health from increased stress, 
or incidental mortality. Indirect impacts to wildlife could result from disturbance that results in 
reduced foraging time, loss of habitat, or disruption of migratory pathways. Most wildlife 
habitat on YPG would remain intact and would continue to sustain wildlife populations. 
Indirect impacts also could result from introduction or spread of exotic invasive plant species 
that would result in habitat degradation. Disruption of normal activity patterns and loss of 
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habitat would be the primary impacts to wildlife. Limited incidental mortality would likely 
occur, but would be less than significant at the population level. 

All proposed construction activities would involve soil disturbance and create the potential for 
the establishment or spread of exotic invasive plant species that could reduce habitat quality or 
increase fuel load and the potential risk of wildfire. The potential for impacts from wildfire was 
discussed in Section 4.2.2. Encroachment by exotic invasive plants can eliminate food resources 
and structural habitat used by native wildlife. Native wildlife species are not adapted to these 
non-native plants and may not be capable of using them for food or habitat. Exotic invasive 
plant species typically consume more water than native vegetation and can reduce available 
surface or shallow groundwater. The reduction in available water can lead to water stress in 
wildlife and ultimately to mortality and reduction of population viability. Most ground 
disturbed during large construction activities either would be converted to some form of 
impervious surfaces, where routine maintenance activities to control nuisance vegetation would 
be implemented, or would experience relatively minor disturbance, such as removal of woody 
vegetation only. The YPG INRMP includes measures to control invasive exotic plant species 
and will be implemented on areas where large construction activities would occur. Therefore, 
the potential for large construction activities to contribute to the establishment or spread of 
exotic invasive plant species would be minor and any indirect impacts to wildlife from the 
introduction or spread of invasive exotic plant species would be minor. 

Large construction activities would not cause the loss of any water tanks that are used by 
wildlife species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by large construction activities, 
there would be no induced behavioral changes in wildlife species using water tanks.  

All proposed large construction activities would occur within established Arizona Game and 
Fish Department Game Management Units (Units 41, 43A, and 43B). Some large construction 
activities would be in areas where game animals would occur. Temporary displacement of 
game animals from the vicinity of the activity would be expected, but no long-term impacts 
would result. Large construction activities would not be located in or near areas where game 
animals would birth or rear young. Any impacts to game species or game management would 
be negligible.  

Large construction activities would occur in areas with habitat capable of supporting various 
wildlife species. Proposed large construction activities would eliminate or permanently alter up 
to 176 ac of wildlife habitat. Because the potential wildlife habitat on YPG and the adjacent land 
is very large and the impacts from proposed large construction activities would be much less 
than 1 percent of the available wildlife habitat, it is likely that indirect impacts to wildlife from 
habitat loss or alteration as a result of large construction activities would be long-term and 
negligible to minor. Through implementation of its INRMP, YPG would use adaptive 
management to maintain wildlife habitat to the extent practicable.  

These activities would cause wildlife to relocate from the vicinity or otherwise avoid the human 
activity. For more mobile animals, such as birds and larger mammals, this impact would be 
negligible to minor unless it also resulted in abandonment of nests, dens, or young. Animals 
that tend to hide rather than flee from human activity would be more likely to suffer incidental 
mortality from construction activities, as they may not leave areas where site preparation, 
including earthmoving, would occur. Incidental mortality could occur, but no loss of wildlife 
species on YPG would result. Because wildlife densities are generally low across YPG, any 
impact would be short-term and minor.  
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No large construction activities would occur in areas that have been identified as desert bighorn 
sheep habitat. No impacts to desert bighorn sheep or their habitat would be expected from 
proposed large construction activities. 

5.0 Activities that Create New Drop Zones 
Airdrop operations use designated DZs for personnel drops and to test material and munitions 
transport reliability under parachute drop delivery. Unless specifically designated for personnel 
only or otherwise restricted for specific uses, any DZ may be used to test any material or 
munitions. This may result in the need for detonation-in-place of unexploded rounds that 
cannot be safely removed following a test.  

5.1 Activity Description 
L040: L040 includes construction and operation of a DZ near LAAF (984 feet [ft] x 1,969 ft, 44.5 
ac). 

C002-a:  C002-a includes construction and operation of the South Urban DZ (1,640-ft radius, 194 
ac) south of Urban DZ.  

C002-b:  C002-b includes construction and operation of the Tomahawk Circular DZ 769 (2,297-ft 
radius, 380 ac). 

C002-c:  C002-c includes construction and operation of the Tombstone DZ (984-ft radius, 70 ac). 

C002-d:  C002-d includes construction and operation of the Village Circular DZ (984-ft radius, 
70 ac). 

C002-e:  C002-e includes construction and operation of the Abken DZ (1,640-ft radius, 194 ac). 

C002-f:  C002-f includes construction and operation of the Urban Circular Joint Precision 
Airdrop System (JPADS) DZ (984-ft radius, 70 ac). 

K001:  K001 includes construction and operation of a 1,640-ft radius (194-ac) DZ for personnel 
and cargo drops in the southern portion of East Arm. Generators would be used to provide 
power, as needed, to support use of this DZ. 

K002-a: This activity includes construction and operation of a 1,250-ft radius (113-ac) DZ for 
personnel and cargo drops northeast of East SWTR Impact Area. 

5.2 Potential Impacts 
Specific discussions of impacts to Air Quality, Energy/Utilities and Traffic/Transportation are 
not provided. There are no proposed activities in this category with unique impacts to these 
resources and no mitigation is required for impacts to these resources. The discussion of these 
resources provided in the body of the FPEIS adequately describes the potential for impacts to 
these resources from establishment of new DZs. 

5.2.1 Fire Management 
YPG would create 1,329.5 ac of new DZs, including 44.5 ac in the Laguna Region, 978 ac in the 
Cibola Region, and 307 ac in the Kofa Region. None of these DZs have unique potential for 
impacts to fire management and this impacts discussion applies to all proposed DZs. 

Equipment operated for clearing to establish DZs could provide an ignition source for a 
wildfire. Fires that start during clearing would be suppressed by onsite personnel, and the 
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potential for spread beyond the immediate area would be very low. The potential for ignition 
during clearing to establish DZs would be temporary, and no long-term negative impacts to fire 
management would result from establishment of new DZs. 

Heavy equipment, which would be used to retrieve dropped cargo, also could ignite a wildfire. 
As with clearing activities, any fires that ignite would be suppressed by onsite personnel and no 
long-term negative impacts to fire management would result. 

Should generators be used to power sensors or monitoring equipment to support drop 
activities, the operation of the generator could potentially ignite a wildfire. To minimize this 
potential, during set-up of the generator, the immediate area of the generator would be cleared 
of fuel that could carry a fire. Any fires that ignite would be suppressed by onsite personnel, 
and no long-term negative impacts to fire management would result. 

When DZ testing or training events involve munitions, explosives, or combustible materials in 
proximity to metal (such as containers or drop platforms) that could spark, it is possible that a 
wildfire could start from the drop activity. Many new DZs would be in remote areas, and the 
time required to respond to a fire from a dropped cargo load would result in potential for 
spread of a wildfire prior to the start of control efforts. YPG will use its Geographic Information 
System model to predict fire risk and to schedule DZ testing and training events that would 
create new fire risks in areas where the fire risk is not high. The development of new DZs under 
the Proposed Action would result in greater ability to implement certain activities that involve 
new fire risks in areas where the fire risk is low, which should result in a long-term reduction in 
wildfire risk on YPG. 

Wildfires that ignite on YPG have the potential to spread beyond the installation boundaries 
onto adjoining lands. Similarly, fires that begin on adjoining lands could spread onto YPG. YPG 
has developed an MOU with the USFWS and BLM that establishes guidance for cooperation 
and collaboration on wildland fire issues on YPG and the surrounding Federal lands. The MOU 
recognizes a common goal among the signatories to minimize the impacts of wildland fire on 
the desert landscape and establishes fire suppression and safety protocols for cooperative 
efforts to suppress desert wildfires. YPG would continue to cooperate with other Federal 
agencies per the MOU to combat wildfires in the region. 

5.2.2 Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste 
All activities that would create DZs would have potential for impacts from hazardous materials. 
No more than minor adverse impacts to hazardous materials and hazardous wastes would be 
expected from creation of DZs. Construction of cleared central areas and access would have the 
potential for stormwater runoff to transport minor quantities of hazardous materials should a 
spill occur. Standard construction BMPs, as discussed in the FPEIS, and procedures in the 
activity-specific SWPPPs consistent with the Installation SPCCP and ISCP, would be 
implemented to minimize the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials to the 
environment and subsequent offsite transport.  

Heavy equipment, which would be used to retrieve dropped cargo, could have leaks of POLs 
during retrieval actions. Any spills would be localized and would be cleaned up immediately. 

 Live munitions or other potentially explosive or hazardous material may be dropped to test 
transport capability, which could result in contamination by MCOCs. In addition, it may be 
necessary to use donor munitions to destroy unexploded rounds through detonation-in-place if 
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such items could not be safely recovered. No intentional detonation would occur during drop 
testing, and any releases would be localized and cleaned up immediately.  

New DZs where live munitions or other potentially explosive materials are used for drop tests 
would be added to the regular range assessments conducted under DoDI 4715.14. Should 
migration of MCOCs from any of the new DZs be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate 
measures to protect human health and the environment. 

5.2.3 Land Use 
All proposed DZs would be in areas that are designated to support military activities, and the 
operation of DZs would be consistent with that designation. There would be vegetation clearing 
in the target area in the center of the DZ and along access routes to retrieve dropped cargo. 
Because the areas where DZs are proposed are designated to support military activities and are 
designated as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with proposed testing and training, and 
because the no new impervious surfaces would be created, impacts to land use would be 
negligible to minor. 

The establishment and use of the proposed new DZs would not preclude future conversion of 
these areas to other military uses. No long-term impacts to land use would result. 

5.2.4 Noise 
There would be minor noise associated with vegetation clearing to establish the target areas in 
the center of the DZs and to establish access routes to retrieve dropped cargo. This noise would 
be temporary and would end once the areas are established. The proposed DZs would be in 
remote areas that lack sensitive receptors or in proximity to LAAF, where a high noise 
environment already exists. Construction workers would be required to wear appropriate 
hearing protection, and YPG employees would be instructed on proper noise safety procedures 
in and around construction sites. 

Operations conducted at DZs would generate aircraft noise and noise associated with retrieval 
of dropped cargo. These noises would be episodic, as operations at new DZs would occur only 
as scheduled and there would be no sensitive receptors to this noise.  

Any impacts from noise during establishment and operation of new DZs would be expected to 
be negligible to minor. 

5.2.5 Safety 
Operation of new DZs would not directly increase safety risks on YPG. Use of any of the new 
DZ areas, including vehicle use to retrieve dropped cargo from the new DZs, would not be 
expected to change the rate of safety-related incidents on YPG. There could be an increase in the 
number of safety-related incidents during a specific period because more activities could be 
scheduled simultaneously. Because the YPG Safety Program would be implemented, safety 
issues from incidents related to increased activity would be expected to be minor. 

Testing at the DZs that would be created by Projects K001 and K002-a would result in personnel 
operating in very remote areas. Personnel working at these sites would coordinate with Range 
Control for access, and any serious injuries would require use of helicopters for evacuation. 
Because of the coordination with Range Control and the availability of helicopter evacuation, no 
adverse safety impacts would be expected from operational activities in these remote areas in 
the Kofa Region. 
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Use of new DZ areas could increase the risk of wildfire on YPG through exposure of new areas 
to potential ignition sources. Potential wildfire impacts were discussed in Section 5.2.1. 

5.2.6 Soils 
Soils on YPG are of two broad types: highly erodible and not highly erodible. The FPEIS 
(Section 3.15.2.3) provides an adequate analysis of impacts to soils that are not highly erodible, 
and this analysis focuses on potential impacts to highly erodible soils as a result of proposed 
DZs. Proposed DZs would impact soils in all four highly erodible soils complexes that occur on 
YPG (Cristobal-Gunsight complex, Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex, Superstition-Rositas 
complex, Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex), as discussed in the FPEIS. Slightly over half of the 
highly erodible soils that would occur within proposed DZs would be in the Cristobal-Gunsight 
complex, and the highly erodible soil type least impacted by proposed DZ s would be the 
Superstition-Rositas complex. At least a portion of each proposed DZ would be within an area 
containing highly erodible soils, and the proposed DZs would include a total of approximately 
936.68 ac of highly erodible soils.  

Proposed activity L040 would create a 44.5-ac DZ that would be on Superstition-Rositas 
complex soils. Impacts would be expected to be minor, with minimal soil disturbance during 
clearing of woody vegetation from the DZ and the very short access route to retrieve dropped 
cargo. Impacts would be expected to be limited to establishment of the DZs, and operational 
impacts would be expected to be negligible. Operations at existing DZs that contain highly 
erodible soils have not resulted in erosion impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo retrieval 
would be minimally intrusive to soils.  

Proposed activity C002-a would create a 194-ac DZ that would be entirely on highly erodible 
soils, including 67.16 ac of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils, 18.69 ac of  Gilman-Harqua-
Glenbar complex soils, and 108.15 ac of Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex soils. Impacts from 
establishment of the DZ would be expected to be minor, limited to clearing of woody vegetation 
from the central target areas and from other areas as necessary to create access routes to retrieve 
dropped cargo. Most of the area within the DZ would be undisturbed. Impacts would be 
expected to be limited to establishment of the DZs, and operational impacts would be expected 
to be negligible. Operations at existing DZs that contain highly erodible soils have not resulted 
in erosion impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo retrieval would be minimally intrusive to 
soils. Due to the size of this DZ and the need for an access route to retrieve cargo drops, impacts 
to highly erodible soils would likely be minor to moderate.  

Proposed C002-b would create a 380-ac DZ that would include 121 ac of highly erodible 
Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils in the eastern portion of the area. Impacts from establishment 
of the DZ would be expected to be minor, limited to clearing of woody vegetation from the 
central target areas and from other areas as necessary to create access routes to retrieve dropped 
cargo. Most of the area within the DZ would be undisturbed. Impacts would be expected to be 
limited to establishment of the DZ, and operational impacts would be expected to be negligible. 
Operations at existing DZs that contain highly erodible soils have not resulted in erosion 
impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo retrieval would be minimally intrusive to soils. Due 
to the acreage of highly erodible soils within this proposed DZ and the need for an access route 
to retrieve cargo drops, impacts to highly erodible soils would likely be minor to moderate.  

Proposed activity C002-c would create a 70-ac DZ that would include 20.06 ac of Cristobal-
Gunsight complex soils and 23.72 ac of Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex soils. Impacts from 
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establishment of the DZ would be expected to be minor, limited to clearing of woody vegetation 
from the central target areas and from other areas as necessary to create access routes to retrieve 
dropped cargo. Most of the area within the DZ would be undisturbed. Impacts would be 
expected to be limited to establishment of the DZ, and operational impacts would be expected 
to be negligible. Operations at existing DZs that contain highly erodible soils have not resulted 
in erosion impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo retrieval would be minimally intrusive to 
soils. Due to the small size of the proposed DZ and the limited acreage of highly erodible soils it 
would contain, impacts to highly erodible soils would likely be minor. 

Proposed activity C002-d would create a 70-ac DZ that would consist entirely of highly erodible 
Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex soils. Approximately 10.4 ac of this proposed DZ has been 
developed or disturbed with buildings, roads, and other infrastructure. Impacts from 
establishment of the DZ would be expected to be minor, limited to clearing of woody vegetation 
from the central target areas and from other areas as necessary to create access routes to retrieve 
dropped cargo. Most of the area within the DZ would be undisturbed. Impacts would be 
expected to be limited to establishment of the DZ, and operational impacts would be expected 
to be negligible. Operations at existing DZs that contain highly erodible soils have not resulted 
in erosion impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo retrieval would be minimally intrusive to 
soils. Due to the small size of the DZ and the existence of roads for access to retrieve dropped 
cargo, impacts to highly erodible soils would likely be minor. 

Proposed activity C002-e would create a 194-ac DZ that would include 33.26 ac of Cristobal-
Gunsight complex soils and 109.68 ac of Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex soils. Approximately 
22.5 ac of the DZ has been cleared for previous training and testing activities and an additional 
28.61 ac have been disturbed by previous activities but not entirely cleared. Impacts from 
establishment of the DZ would be expected to be minor, limited to clearing of woody vegetation 
from the central target areas and from other areas as necessary to create access routes to retrieve 
dropped cargo. Most of the area within the DZ would be undisturbed. Impacts would be 
expected to be limited to establishment of the DZ, and operational impacts would be expected 
to be negligible. Operations at existing DZs that contain highly erodible soils have not resulted 
in erosion impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo retrieval would be minimally intrusive to 
soils. Due to the acreage of highly erodible soils within this proposed DZ and the need for an 
access route to retrieve cargo drops, impacts to highly erodible soils would likely be minor to 
moderate. 

Proposed activity C002-f would create a 70-ac DZ on the JERC I Range that would be on highly 
erodible Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex soils. The southern portion of the proposed DZ, 
covering approximately 44.71 ac, is disturbed and includes an existing mock training village 
with a nearby mock four-leaf clover interstate exchange and other roads to provide real-life 
encounter simulation. Impacts from establishment of the DZ would be expected to be minor, 
limited to clearing of woody vegetation from the central target areas and from other areas as 
necessary to create access routes to retrieve dropped cargo. Most of the area within the DZ 
would be undisturbed. Impacts would be expected to be limited to establishment of the DZ, and 
operational impacts would be expected to be negligible. Operations at existing DZs that contain 
highly erodible soils have not resulted in erosion impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo 
retrieval would be minimally intrusive to soils. Due to the small size of this DZ and the existing 
roads to provide access route to retrieve cargo drops, impacts to highly erodible soils would 
likely be minor. 
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Proposed activity K001 would create a 194-ac DZ that would include 149.92 ac of highly 
erodible Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. None of the area within the proposed DZ has been 
disturbed. Impacts from establishment of the DZ would be expected to be minor, limited to 
clearing of woody vegetation from the central target areas and from other areas as necessary to 
create access routes to retrieve dropped cargo. Most of the area within the DZ would be 
undisturbed. Impacts would be expected to be limited to establishment of the DZ, and 
operational impacts would be expected to be negligible. Operations at existing DZs that contain 
highly erodible soils have not resulted in erosion impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo 
retrieval would be minimally intrusive to soils. Due to the acreage of highly erodible soils 
within this proposed DZ and the need for an access route to retrieve cargo drops, impacts to 
highly erodible soils would likely be minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity K002-a would create a 113-ac DZ on mostly highly erodible soils, including 
95.84 ac of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils and 4.7 ac of Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex soils. 
Impacts from establishment of the DZ would be expected to be minor, limited to clearing of 
woody vegetation from the central target areas and from other areas as necessary to create 
access routes to retrieve dropped cargo. Most of the area within the DZ would be undisturbed. 
Impacts would be expected to be limited to establishment of the DZ, and operational impacts 
would be expected to be negligible. Operations at existing DZs that contain highly erodible soils 
have not resulted in erosion impacts to these soils, and drops and cargo retrieval would be 
minimally intrusive to soils. Due to the acreage of highly erodible soils within this proposed DZ 
and the need for an access route to retrieve cargo drops, impacts to highly erodible soils would 
likely be minor to moderate. 

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality requires a construction general stormwater 
permit through the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System for discharges from 
individual and unrelated construction activities. It the cargo retrieval route that would be 
established for a proposed DZ would entail more than 1 ac of soils disturbance, this permit 
would be required. Because these routes would be less than 5 ac and would be more than 0.25 
mile from an impaired or outstanding Arizona water, they may qualify for waiver options if 
they are determined to have an erosivity value of less than 5, as calculated by the Arizona Smart 
Notice of Intent system. Proposed DZs that meet the waiver requirements would be required to 
comply with the conditions of the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit.  

Construction and clearing would be spread through time and space and would be limited in 
extent. Impacts from proposed DZs would be expected to be minor to moderate. 

5.2.7 Threatened or Endangered Species and Species of Concern  
Proposed DZs would not have impacts to the desert rosy boa or to the Mojave fringe-toed 
lizard. Potential habitat for the desert rosy boa is considered marginal on YPG, due to the lack 
of intermittent or permanent streams with riparian areas. The Mohave fringe-toed lizard occurs 
on YPG only in a sand dune area in the northwestern portion of the Cibola Region, where no 
new DZs are proposed. Because there would be no potential for impacts to these species or their 
habitats, they are not further discussed. As noted under small construction activities, potential 
impacts to the Nichol Turk’s head are not addressed because the species would not occur on 
YPG. 

Proposed establishment and operation of DZs would not cause the loss of any water tanks that 
are used by TES animal species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by 
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establishment and operation of proposed DZs, there would be no induced behavioral changes 
in TES species using water tanks. 

In the Cibola Region, up to 980 ac identified as primary Sonoran desert tortoise habitat would 
be included within six proposed DZs (C002-a through C002-f). Additionally, K001 (a 194-ac DZ 
proposed in the eastern Kofa Region) would include some land identified as primary Sonoran 
desert tortoise habitat. Because the area identified as primary Sonoran desert tortoise habitat on 
YPG and the surrounding Federal lands is very large and only minimal vegetation clearing 
would occur to establish DZs, the indirect impacts from the establishment and operation of DZs 
to Sonoran desert tortoise would be long-term and minor from reduction or alteration of 
habitat. YPG will implement those portions of the Arizona Interagency Desert Tortoise Team 
Recommended Standard Mitigation Measures for Projects in Sonoran Desert Tortoise Habitat that are 
consistent with the military mission. Should the Sonoran desert tortoise be listed under the ESA, 
activities proposed in areas where the tortoise may occur on YPG would be re-evaluated with 
regard to potential impacts and appropriate consultation with the USFWS would be conducted 
prior to any land-disturbing activities. 

Sonoran pronghorn have not been observed west of US 95. No impacts to this species from 
proposed new DZs in the Cibola Region or the Laguna Region, all of which would be west of 
US 95, would be expected.  

DZs K001 (194-ac DZ) and K002-a (113-ac DZ) would be near or within King Valley and the 
Kofa NWR, where Sonoran pronghorn occur. Establishment of these two DZs would result in 
limited vegetation clearing for the central target area and for access to retrieve dropped cargo. 
Impacts to Sonoran pronghorn habitat would be minor because the amount of clearing would 
be minimal within the larger area used by the pronghorn. Operation of DZs would not further 
alter Sonoran pronghorn habitat. Any indirect impacts to Sonoran pronghorn from 
establishment and operation of DZs would be negligible to minor.  

Establishment and operation of DZs would not be expected to cause incidental mortality of 
Sonoran pronghorn, and direct impacts would likely be limited to disruption of normal 
behavior and temporary displacements. Sonoran pronghorn would be expected to move away 
from vegetation clearing activity during the establishment of DZs and cargo retrieval routes. If 
animals are in the area at the time of a drop test, they would likely move away from a cargo 
landing site due to the immediate disturbance. Additionally, pronghorn would likely move 
away from areas where personnel were being dropped or move from the vicinity of cargo 
retrieval actions, as the animals would likely avoid the human activity. It is very unlikely that 
Sonoran pronghorn would be present at K001 and K002-a during every testing or training event 
scheduled there, but they could occur there at times when testing and training are scheduled. 
Any direct impacts to Sonoran pronghorn would be expected to be short-term and minor, but 
these short-term impacts could recur through time as testing and training events are scheduled 
at these two DZs.  

All proposed DZs would be located in potentially suitable habitat for the banded Gila monster. 
Any vegetation clearing associated with establishment of DZs on YPG could have negative 
indirect impacts on this species through loss or alteration of habitat. Because the vegetation 
clearing required to establish DZs would be limited to the central target area and access routes 
to retrieve dropped cargo and because target areas in new DZs would avoid the rocky areas 
where the banded Gila monster would typically occur, any impacts to banded Gila monster 
habitat would be long-term and minor. The amount of clearing would be minimal within the 
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larger area potentially used by the banded Gila monster. Operation of DZs would not be 
expected to impact the banded Gila monster beyond causing it to hide if an animal was near a 
personnel drop or cargo retrieval activity. Incidental mortality would not be expected to occur, 
as the animals would likely avoid personnel and vehicle traffic. Direct impacts to banded Gila 
monster from operation of DZs would be short-term and negligible, but would recur through 
time as testing and training events are scheduled among the new DZs.  

Potential foraging and nesting habitat for the loggerhead shrike could be reduced through 
vegetation clearing associated with DZs. Shrikes would likely relocate away from disturbance-
causing activities unless already nesting in an area. In areas of high quality nesting habitat for 
the loggerhead shrike, surveys would be conducted to determine whether the species is nesting. 
If an activity could not be relocated from the nesting area, it would be delayed until after young 
have fledged to avoid impacts to the species. Indirect impacts would be long-term and 
moderate due to the slow rate of regrowth by desert vegetation. Direct impacts to shrike would 
be short-term and negligible to minor as a result of displacement, as a result of either 
establishment or operation of new DZs. 

Proposed activity K002 would establish a new 113-ac DZ adjacent to the southeastern corner of 
Kofa NWR in an area where Parish’s onion could occur. Vegetation clearing to establish the 
target area of the DZ and access routes for retrieval of dropped cargo could impact this species. 
The area would be surveyed for Parish’s onion prior to clearing, and any plants identified 
would be avoided or salvaged and relocated to other suitable habitat on YPG if avoidance is not 
possible. Because it is likely that any occurrences could be avoided and because the 
underground bulbs of onions typically are well-suited to transplant, any impacts would be 
expected to be negligible. Operations conducted at this DZ would not be expected to impact 
Parish’s onion because no further vegetation disturbance would occur. 

All proposed DZs would be in areas where the western burrowing owl could occur. However, 
there are no DZs proposed in the grasslands around the lower Colorado and Gila Rivers, which 
provide large amounts of preferred habitat for this species. Clearing to establish the DZs and 
the cargo retrieval access routes would result in a reduction in potential habitat for this species. 
Any indirect impacts to the western burrowing owl that would result from a reduction in 
potential nesting and foraging habitat would be long-term and negligible to minor because of 
the higher quality habitat available outside the installation boundaries. Should the western 
burrowing owl be documented within a proposed DZ site, measures would be taken to relocate 
animals from the area prior to clearing to establish the DZ, unless the owls already were 
nesting. If nesting is documented within a proposed DZ clearing area (central target area or 
retrieval access route), clearing would be delayed until the young had fledged. With 
implementation of these management measures, any direct impacts to the western burrowing 
owl would be negligible. 

Bat species of concern, including the California leaf-nosed bat, cave myotis, and the pocketed 
free-tailed bat, may forage and roost on YPG. These species roost in caves and mines, which 
would not be impacted by establishment and operation of the proposed DZs. There would be 
no indirect impacts to these bat species through loss or degradation of roosting habitat. The 
western yellow bat and the spotted bat may occur as transients or migrants on YPG, but would 
not roost on the installation. Potential foraging habitat for these five bat species would be 
reduced through vegetation clearing associated with establishment of proposed DZs and cargo 
retrieval access routes. Because the amount of clearing would be minor relative to the total 
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foraging habitat available on YPG and the surrounding lands, any indirect impacts to bats from 
loss of foraging habitat would be minor. Because no bats would roost in target areas of the 
proposed DZs and because bats are highly mobile and would be expected to relocate from areas 
of human activity, no direct impacts to bat species would be expected from the establishment 
and operation of new DZs.  

Wild horses and burros use habitat throughout YPG, and establishment of the proposed DZs 
would reduce habitat as a result of clearing central target areas and dropped cargo retrieval 
routes. Because the amount of clearing would be small relative to the amount of habitat 
available on YPG and its surrounding lands, any indirect impacts to wild horses and burros as a 
result of habitat loss would be minor. Animals may be temporarily displaced the vegetation 
clearing or during operations when dropped cargo retrieval is conducted, but these animals 
would be expected to resume use of any suitable habitat once human activity is completed. Any 
direct impacts would be temporary and negligible to minor, but these types of impacts would 
recur through time if the animals happen to be near an area where a drop and cargo retrieval is 
scheduled.  

Plant species of concern, including the desert barrel cactus, straw-top cholla, saguaro cactus, 
and ocotillo, occur scattered throughout YPG and these species could be impacted by vegetation 
clearing associated with establishment of proposed DZs. Plants would be salvaged where 
practicable and relocated to other suitable habitat on YPG. Because the amount of land that 
would be cleared is small and these species are uncommon on YPG, any impacts from 
construction and operation of the proposed DZs would be expected to be minor and long-term. 

5.2.8 Vegetation 
The potential for establishment and operation of new DZs to affect vegetation through changes 
in wildfire frequency or intensity was discussed in Section 5.2.1 and is not further discussed 
here.  

Proposed expansion or creation of DZs would result in disturbance of up to 1,330 ac on YPG. 
DZs would not be entirely cleared of vegetation, but target areas in the center of the DZ and 
access routes to retrieve dropped cargo would be cleared. Additional potential for disturbance 
would occur during testing and training activities. No new impervious area would be created 
from establishment of new DZs, and there would be no potential for indirect impacts to 
vegetation from scour associated with stormwater runoff.  

Disturbance to vegetation during operations could result from dropping of objects onto the 
ground by parachute, incidental drag of payloads by winds, and payload retrieval by vehicles. 
Due to the slow growth of desert vegetation, impacts would be long-term. No species would be 
lost from YPG and no specific habitat type would be eliminated. There could be increased 
potential for invasion by herbaceous exotic invasive species as a result of repeated testing and 
training activities. The development and use of exotic invasive plant species control methods 
through continued implementation of the INRMP would minimize the potential for spread of 
the exotic invasive plants into disturbed areas. The establishment of new DZs would allow 
testing and training in DZs to be spread across more sites and could reduce the intensity of use 
of any one DZ, which could benefit vegetation by reducing the intensity or frequency of 
vegetation impacts on specific DZs. The impacts to vegetation from testing and training 
activities would be long-term and minor.  
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5.2.9 Visual Resources 
There would be scattered landscape disturbance from clearing to establish new DZs. However, 
the disturbance would be away from potential viewers. Disturbance would be limited to 
clearing the target area in the center of the DZ, which would have minimal impact on aesthetics 
and visual resources when viewed from outside the DZ. Because the new DZs would not be 
noticeable to the public, creation of new DZs would not be considered an impact to visual 
resources. 

Proposed activity L040 would create a new DZ near LAAF where aircraft using this DZ would 
be visible from Martinez Lake Road. Because this DZ would be in an area that already 
experiences substantial air traffic, any impacts to visual resources from use of this new DZ 
would be negligible to minor. 

Proposed activities C002-a, C002-c, C002-d, C002-e, and C002-f would create new DZs within 5 
miles of US 95 or Cibola Lake Road. Aircraft using these new DZs may be visible to receptors on 
these roads. This portion of YPG already receives some use by aircraft, but additional aircraft 
using the new DZs may be perceived as a minor negative impact on visual resources. 

Proposed activity C002-b would create a new DZ in a remote part of the Cibola Region, where 
there would be no potential public viewers during operations. Because there would be no 
public viewers, use of the new DZ created by proposed activity C002-b would not be considered 
an impact to visual resources.  

Proposed activities K001 and K002-a would create new DZs in remote parts of the Kofa Region, 
where there would be no potential public viewers during operations. Because there would be 
no public viewers, use of the new DZs created by proposed activities K001 and K002-a would 
not be considered an impact to visual resources. 

5.2.10 Water Resources 
Establishment and operation of DZ would not impact groundwater resources.  

No direct impacts to surface water resources would result from establishment of new DZs. No 
impervious surfaces would be created from establishment and operation of DZs. Indirect 
impacts to surface water resources could occur because establishment of DZs would result in 
removal of woody vegetation in the target areas in the center of the DZs and along access routes 
to retrieve dropped cargo. Removal of woody vegetation could result in increased stormwater 
runoff. Proposed DZs range in size from 44.5 ac to 380 ac, but the central areas that would be 
cleared of woody vegetation would be relatively small and herbaceous vegetation would not be 
cleared. Any changes in stormwater runoff would be small, and negligible to minor indirect 
impacts to surface waters would be expected. 

5.2.11 Wildlife 
Proposed DZs would be within areas that may be used by wildlife. Vegetation clearing to 
establish the central target areas and to create access routes to retrieve dropped cargo could 
cause negative indirect impacts to wildlife through loss of habitat. Because the amount of 
clearing for any one proposed DZ would be relatively small compared to the available habitat 
on YPG, any indirect impacts to wildlife from loss of habitat to create DZs would be expected to 
be minor. No operational indirect impacts from habitat loss would occur. 
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There would be temporary displacement and disruption of activity patterns from establishment 
of new DZs and then through time as testing and training events are conducted in these new 
DZs. Wildlife would likely move away from vegetation clearing activity during the 
establishment of DZs and cargo retrieval routes. If animals are in the area at the time of a drop 
test, they would likely move away from a cargo landing site due to the immediate disturbance. 
Additionally, wildlife would likely move away from areas where personnel were being 
dropped or move from the vicinity of cargo retrieval actions as the animals would likely avoid 
the human activity. Establishment and operation of DZs would not be expected to cause injury 
or incidental mortality of wildlife, and no species would be extirpated from YPG. Direct impacts 
related to injury or incidental mortality would be expected to be negligible, and impacts 
associated with temporary displacement or disruption of activity patterns would be minor and 
would recur through time. 

Proposed establishment and operation of DZs would not cause the loss of any water tanks that 
are used by wildlife species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by establishment 
and operation of proposed DZs, there would be no induced behavioral changes in animal 
species using water tanks. 

Proposed DZs C002-a, C002-b, C002-c, and K001 would be located near desert bighorn sheep 
habitat, but would not be within areas used for lambing. Desert bighorn sheep would avoid 
these areas during clearing to establish the center target area and the access routes to retrieve 
dropped cargo. It also is likely that desert bighorn sheep would move away from these areas 
during operations when cargo retrieval is occurring. No incidental mortality would occur and 
any impacts to desert bighorn sheep would be negligible to minor.  

6.0 Activities that Create or Expand LTAs 
Activities that create new or expand existing LTAs would not involve construction and would 
have no construction-related impacts; all impacts would be from operations. New LTAs would 
not include bivouac areas, and expanded LTAs would not include new bivouac areas. 
Additional National Environmental Policy Act analysis would be required for any new bivouac 
areas. The detailed analysis addresses only dismounted maneuvers. 

6.1 Activity Description 
L019: L019 would expand West LA LTA, K-9 Village LTA, Site 2 LTA, and Site 4 LTA by 
making the intervening areas (6,521 ac) an LTA.  

L032: L032 would expand the Bravo LTA (828 ac). 

L033: L033 would expand the Hill 630 LTA (1,141 ac).  

L030-a: L030-a would expand an existing LTA to support operational testing and dismounted 
maneuvers at Muggins/Middle East (up to 16,640 ac). L030-a is analyzed in detail, but this 
activity was not selected as a component of the Preferred Alternative. 

L030-b: L030-b would expand an existing LTA to support operational testing and dismounted 
maneuvers at Muggins/Middle East (up to 6,331 ac).  

C041:  C041 would expand an LTA (11,230 ac) to support operational testing and dismounted 
maneuver training at Middle Mountain. 
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C061:  C061 would create an LTA to support operational testing and dismounted maneuver 
training at JERC I/Saderville (8,437 ac). 

C062:  C062 would create an LTA to support operational testing and dismounted maneuver 
training at JERC II (3,503 ac). 

C063:  C063 would create an LTA to support operational testing and dismounted maneuver 
training at JERC III (4,312 ac). 

K026:  K026 would expand an LTA (8,840 ac proposed, 7,014 ac selected under the Preferred 
Alternative) to support operational testing and dismounted maneuver training at SWTR. 

6.2 Potential Impacts 
Specific discussions of impacts to Air Quality, Energy/Utilities, Land Use, Noise, 
Traffic/Transportation, Vegetation, Visual Resources, and Water Resources are not provided. 
There are no proposed activities in this category with unique impacts to these resources and no 
mitigation is required for impacts to these resources. The discussion of these resources provided 
in the body of the FPEIS adequately describes the potential for impacts to these resources from 
establishment and use of new or expanded LTAs. 

The YPG Environmental Awareness program developed instructions for units training on YPG 
that include proper procedures and avoidance measures to be implemented during ground-
based training activities to minimize potential impacts to areas of aesthetic and visual value. 
Continued implementation of the Integrated Training Area Management program would 
maintain or rehabilitate testing and training areas to maintain conditions that realistically 
simulate conditions in other desert regions. Terrain impacts to washes could also be repaired to 
reduce negative visual impacts. 

6.2.1 Fire Management 
Implementation of the Proposed Action would convert up to 61,452 ac of land to new or 
expanded LTAs. However, the Preferred Alternative would convert only 49,317 ac to new or 
expanded LTAs. There is overlap among the proposed new or expanded LTAs and other 
activities (proposed DZs, proposed munitions impact areas, proposed vehicle test courses) but, 
because these areas would not be used for multiple types of activities simultaneously, the 
potential for multiple uses would not be expected to create synergistic impacts to fire 
management. The potential for these other activities to affect fire management is discussed in 
other sections and only the potential for the establishment and operation of LTAs to affect fire 
management is discussed here. 

Because new LTAs would not include bivouac areas and expanded LTAs would not include 
new bivouac areas, the establishment of new or expanded LTAs would not result in disturbance 
to vegetation or create any ignition sources. Therefore, establishment of new or expanded LTAs 
has no potential to affect fire management.  

Use of LTAs would be limited to dismounted maneuvers, with military personnel transported 
to and from LTAs by vehicles. Vehicles used for this purpose would have the potential to ignite 
wildfires, but any fires that ignite would be suppressed by onsite personnel and no long-term 
negative impacts to fire management would result.  

Dismounted maneuvers conducted in new or expanded LTAs would have the potential to 
ignite wildfires. Activities that involve the use of pyrotechnics or live fire where the items are 



APPENDIX C—DETAILED PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

C-56 

delivered distant from the Soldiers could start a fire that could become established before it 
could be suppressed by onsite personnel. Should this occur, military personnel would evacuate 
the area and the fire would be reported to Range Control for initiation of appropriate fire 
suppression efforts. 

Many new LTAs would be in remote areas, and the time required to respond to a wildfire 
would result in potential for spread of a wildfire prior to the start of control efforts. The creation 
of new and expanded LTAs would provide greater flexibility for YPG to use its Geographic 
Information System model to predict fire risk and to schedule LTA testing and training events 
in areas where the fire risk is not high, which should result in a long-term reduction in wildfire 
risk on YPG. 

Wildfires that ignite on YPG have the potential to spread beyond the installation boundaries 
onto adjoining lands. Similarly, fires that begin on adjoining lands could spread onto YPG. YPG 
has developed an MOU with the USFWS and BLM that establishes guidance for cooperation 
and collaboration on wildland fire issues on YPG and the surrounding Federal lands. The MOU 
recognizes a common goal among the signatories to minimize the impacts of wildland fire on 
the desert landscape and establishes fire suppression and safety protocols for cooperative 
efforts to suppress desert wildfires. YPG would continue to cooperate with other Federal 
agencies per the MOU to combat wildfires in the region. 

6.2.2 Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste 
Creation or expansion of LTAs would not require construction, and no ground clearing or 
grubbing would occur. As a result, there would be no construction-related impacts from 
hazardous materials. 

Proposed activity L019 would expand and combine multiple LTAs that would encompass 
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Site YPG-127 (refer to Figure 3-3 in the FPEIS). Proposed 
activity L033 would expand the Hill 630 LTA to encompass IRP sites YPG-002 and YPG-141 
(refer to Figure 3-3 in the FPEIS). These expanded LTAs would be used for dismounted 
maneuvers only, with no associated ground disturbance. Therefore, personnel would not be 
exposed to contaminants from the known IRP sites during operation of the expanded LTAs. No 
other proposed new or expanded LTAs would be in proximity to known IRP sites. 

Testing and training activities in new or expanded LTAs could impact soils and groundwater as 
a result of contamination from spills of POLs and use of munitions or explosives. Activities 
would comply with the BMPs identified in the SPCCP and ISCP to minimize the potential for 
contamination. New and expanded LTAs would be added to the regular range assessments 
conducted under DoDI 4715.14. Should migration of MCOCs from any of the new or expanded 
LTAs be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures to protect human health and 
the environment. 

6.2.3 Safety 
Personnel participating in dismounted maneuver training and operational testing in the 
proposed LTAs at SWTR (K026) would have to cross the KFR to reach the LTA. SWTR is a 
multi-purpose area and use of this LTA would be coordinated with UAS launch/recovery and 
munitions firing into the SWTR munitions impact area. Because of the collocation with a 
munitions impact area, dismounted maneuvers would be limited to established roads and trails 
unless unexploded ordnance (UXO) clearance is conducted prior to use. All movement to and 
from the proposed dismounted maneuver areas and proposed UAS launch/recovery sites 
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would be coordinated through Range Control to avoid conflicts with munitions testing. Because 
of the coordination with Range Control and because dismounted maneuvers would be limited 
to established roads and trails, no adverse safety impacts would be expected from operations.  

Activities conducted at LTAs established by K026, L030-a/b, C060, C061, C062, and C063 would 
result in personnel operating in very remote areas with limited access. Coordination with Range 
Control would be required for any activities conducted in these areas, and any serious injuries 
would require use of helicopters for evacuation. These proposed LTAs contain areas where 
UXO may be present. Dismounted maneuvers would be limited to established roads and trails 
in these areas unless UXO clearance is conducted prior to use. Because of the coordination with 
Range Control and the availability of helicopter evacuation, no adverse safety impacts would be 
expected from operational activities in these remote areas in the Kofa Region. 

Use of new or expanded LTAs, including vehicle use to access the LTAs, would not be expected 
to change the rate of safety-related incidents on YPG. There could be an increase in the number 
of safety-related incidents during a specific period because more activities could be scheduled 
simultaneously. However, because the YPG Safety Program would be implemented, safety 
issues from incidents related to increased activity would be expected to be minor. 

Use of new or expanded LTAs could increase the risk of wildfire on YPG through exposure of 
new areas to potential ignition sources. Wildfire impacts were discussed in Section 6.2.1. 

6.2.4 Soils 
Soils on YPG are of two broad types: highly erodible and not highly erodible. The FPEIS 
(Section 3.15.2.3) provides an adequate analysis of impacts to soils that are not highly erodible, 
and this analysis focuses on potential impacts to highly erodible soils as a result of proposed 
new or expanded LTAs. There are four highly erodible soils complexes that occur on YPG 
(Cristobal-Gunsight complex, Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex, Superstition-Rositas complex, 
Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex), as discussed in the FPEIS, that may be impacted by proposed 
new or expanded LTAs.  

Proposed new or expanded LTAs would be used for dismounted troop maneuvers, with minor 
vehicle use at drop-off/pick-up locations. No bivouac areas would be established and no 
vegetation clearing or ground disturbance would result. Dismounted maneuvers would be 
dispersed and would not create defined pathways. Only negligible to minor soil disturbance 
would be expected from dismounted maneuvers, but these impacts would recur through time, 
whenever a particular LTA was scheduled for use. The creation of new and expanded LTAs 
would be expected to have a long-term beneficial impact on soils on YPG as dismounted 
maneuvers could be spread over a larger area, reducing the potential for negative impacts on 
any one LTA. The increase in available LTA area would allow for areas exhibiting unsustainable 
use or other degradation to rehabilitate.  

The condition of LTAs on YPG would be monitored and maintained by the Integrated Training 
Area Management (ITAM) program. Areas identified as having erosion issues would be 
stabilized and/or restored to the extent practicable to minimize erosion and to maintain a 
natural landscape typical of a real battlefield. 

Proposed new or expanded LTAs L033, L031a, L031b, C041, and C063 would cover up to 39,654 
ac in mountainous areas of YPG where highly erodible soils do not occur. No impacts to highly 
erodible soils would result from establishment and use of these LTAs. Proposed LTAs L032 and 
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C062 would occur in areas with highly erodible soils, while L019, C061, and K026 would occur 
in areas almost entirely dominated by highly erodible soils.  

Proposed activity L019 would establish a 6,521-ac LTA in an area where the predominant soil 
type consists of the highly erodible Superstition-Rositas complex soil. Approximately 218 ac of 
Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils and 2,648 ac of Superstition-Rositas complex soils would be 
subject to dismounted maneuvers if L019 is implemented. Portions of the area encompassed by 
L019 are developed and used as training areas, including dismounted maneuver training (K-9 
Village, West LA, Site 2, and Site 4). Areas within L019 previously used for training have not 
exhibited significant amounts of erosion, and the expansion of these areas would result in more 
dispersed activity that would be less likely to cause impacts to highly erodible soils than current 
uses. Because dismounted maneuvers would be dispersed movement and the ITAM program 
would continue to be implemented, impacts to highly erodible soils from use of the LTA 
established by L019 would be negligible to minor and long-term. 

Proposed activity L032 would create an 828-ac LTA that would include 94.83 ac of Cristobal-
Gunsight complex soils and 269.66 ac of Superstition-Rositas complex soils. The remaining 
463.51 ac of the LTA would cover soils that are not highly erodible. The area includes roads that 
would be used to drop off and pick up military personnel. This area lacks any previous 
development and is mostly undisturbed. Because dismounted maneuvers would be dispersed 
and the ITAM program would continue to be implemented, impacts to highly erodible soils 
from use of the LTA established by L032 would be minor and long-term. 

Proposed activity C061 would create an 8,437-ac LTA that would include 1,063.41 ac of 
Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils, 3,946.7 ac of Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex soils, and 
3,019.54 ac of Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex soils. There are only 407.35 ac of the proposed 
LTA that would not be highly erodible soils. This area is within the JERC I Range, which 
includes areas already developed and used for testing and training and roads that would be 
used to drop off and pick up military personnel. Because dismounted maneuvers would be 
dispersed and the ITAM program would continue to be implemented, impacts to highly 
erodible soils from use of the LTA established by L0C061 would be minor and long-term. 

Proposed activity C062 would create a 3,503-ac LTA that would include 986.35 ac of Cristobal-
Gunsight complex soils. The remaining 2,516.65 ac of this proposed LTA do not have highly 
erodible soils. This area is within the JERC II Range, which includes areas already developed 
and used for testing and training and roads that would be used to drop off and pick up military 
personnel. Because dismounted maneuvers would be dispersed and the ITAM program would 
continue to be implemented, impacts to highly erodible soils from use of the LTA established by 
C062 would be minor and long-term.  

Proposed activity K026 would establish a 7,014-ac LTA under the Preferred Alternative that 
would consist almost entirely of highly erodible soils, including 861.23 ac of Cristobal-Gunsight 
complex soils, 4,756.46 ac of Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex soils, and 1,373.30 ac of Tucson-
Tremant-Antho complex soils. Only 23.01 ac within this proposed LTA would not consist of 
highly erodible soils. The area is mostly undisturbed, but contains roads that would be used to 
drop off and pick up military personnel using the LTA. Because dismounted maneuvers would 
be dispersed movement and the ITAM program would continue to be implemented, impacts to 
highly erodible soils from use of the LTA established by K026 would be minor and long-term. 
As proposed, K026 would encompass 8,840 ac, including a larger area of highly erodible soils. 
Impacts would be similar to those described for the Preferred Alternative, but would occur over 
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a larger area. The area proposed for an LTA under K026 also is proposed for use as a munitions 
impact area. If the area is used as a munitions impact area, then dismounted maneuvers would 
be limited to existing roads and trails and other areas free of potential UXO unless UXO 
clearance is conducted prior to use. If dismounted maneuvers are limited to existing roads and 
trails, the potential impacts to highly erodible soils from use of the LTA would be negligible. 

6.2.5 Threatened or Endangered Species and Species of Concern  
Proposed new or expanded LTAs would not have impacts to the desert rosy boa or to the 
Mojave fringe-toed lizard. Potential habitat for the desert rosy boa is considered marginal on 
YPG, due to the lack of intermittent or permanent streams with riparian areas. The Mohave 
fringe-toed lizard occurs on YPG only in a sand dune area in the northwestern portion of the 
Cibola Region, where no new or expanded LTS are proposed. Because there would be no 
potential for impacts to these species or their habitats, they are not further discussed. As noted 
under small construction activities, potential impacts to the Nichol Turk’s head are not 
addressed because the species would not occur on YPG. 

Proposed new or expanded LTAs would not cause the loss of any water tanks that are used by 
TES species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by establishment or operation of 
new or expanded LTAs, there would be no induced behavioral changes in TES species using 
water tanks.  

Proposed activities LTAs C061, C062, and C063 would be established on up to 16,252 ac of land 
identified as primary Sonoran desert tortoise habitat. Because no vegetation clearing would 
occur, there would be no impact to the habitat and no indirect impacts to the species would be 
expected from the establishment of these three LTAs. LTA activities would be limited to 
dismounted maneuvers, so no impacts to Sonoran desert tortoise other than temporary 
avoidance of human activity would be expected during operations conducted on these three 
LTAs, and no injury or mortality would be expected. Because Sonoran desert tortoise are 
known to occur in low numbers outside of the area identified as Sonoran desert tortoise habitat, 
it is possible that operations conducted at other proposed LTAs could cause temporary 
avoidance of human activity by the tortoise. These direct impacts would be negligible to minor. 
Should the Sonoran desert tortoise be listed under the ESA, activities proposed in areas where 
the tortoise may occur on YPG would be re-evaluated with regard to potential impacts and 
appropriate consultation with the USFWS would be conducted prior to any land-disturbing 
activities. 

The proposed expansion of LTA K026 would be near the Kofa NWR, where Sonoran pronghorn 
are known to occur. No other proposed new or expanded LTAs would be in or near areas 
where Sonoran pronghorn are known or likely to occur. Establishment of the LTA for K026 
would not impact potential habitat for the species and no indirect impacts to the Sonoran 
pronghorn would be expected. Human activity during operations would likely cause any 
pronghorn present to relocate from the area. No incidental mortality of the Sonoran pronghorn 
would be expected from operations on the K026 LTA. Any impacts would be long-term and 
negligible to minor as a result of disruption to normal behavior patterns. YPG would consult 
with USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA regarding activities with potential to impact Sonoran 
pronghorn on the Kofa NWR. Should the status of Sonoran pronghorn released in the Kofa 
NWR be reclassified under the ESA with regard to activities on YPG, YPG would re-evaluate 
any projects proposed for implementation in portions of the installation where the Sonoran 
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pronghorn might occur and would consult appropriately with USFWS prior to any activities 
that could impact the species. 

All proposed LTA creation or expansion activities would occur in potentially suitable habitat 
for the banded Gila monster. Because expansion or creation of LTAs would not result in 
vegetation clearing or earth disturbance, indirect impacts to banded Gila monster from habitat 
loss would not be expected. Because the banded Gila monster hides from threats, it is likely that 
this animal would retreat into areas among rocks or crevices when testing or training activities 
were ongoing. Direct impacts, including incidental mortality, would be unlikely during testing 
and training activities. Any impacts to the banded Gila monster would be expected to be 
negligible to minor.  

Loggerhead shrike, western burrowing owl, and bat species of concern use habitat throughout 
YPG. Operations on new or expanded LTAs would not degrade or cause the loss of habitat used 
by these species. No indirect impacts to the loggerhead shrike, western burrowing owl, or bat 
species of concern from habitat alteration would be expected. It is likely that loggerhead shrike 
and western burrowing owl would relocate from areas during troop activities, but they would 
be expected to resume normal use of these areas when testing and training events were not 
ongoing. Testing and training activities conducted on the proposed new or expanded LTAs 
would not result in military personnel entering mine or cave habitats where bat species may 
roost. Night maneuvers and activities conducted near dawn and dusk could cause foraging bats 
to move to areas away from the military personnel. Bats would be expected to resume normal 
use of these areas when testing and training events were not ongoing. No incidental mortality 
of loggerhead shrike, western burrowing owl, or bat species of concern would result. Any 
impacts to these species would be limited to temporary displacement during testing and 
training activities and would be negligible to minor.  

Past and ongoing testing and training on YPG do not appear to have negatively impacted wild 
horse and burro populations. These animals are very mobile and able to relocate from areas 
where disturbance occurs and resume normal use of these areas once human activity has ended. 
No incidental mortality of these species would be expected. These animals use habitat 
throughout YPG and it is unlikely that use of new or expanded LTAs would have other than 
negligible to minor impacts to wild horses and burros as a result of temporary displacement.  

Proposed activity K026 would create an 8,840-ac LTA expansion near the boundary of Kofa 
NWR (7,014 ac under the Preferred Alternative), an area where Parish’s onion could occur. No 
vegetation clearing would occur and testing and training activities would be limited to 
dismounted maneuvers, with vehicles limited to roads/trails and pull-off for dropping off or 
picking up military personnel. Any impacts during operations on the 8,840-ac expanded LTA 
would likely be limited to loss of aboveground leaves. The underground bulbs of onions would 
not be impacted by these activities, and the plants could regrow during favorable periods. Any 
impacts would be expected to be negligible to minor. Under the Preferred Alternative (7,014-ac 
LTA), the boundary of the expanded LTA would remain 1 km (0.62 mile) from the Kofa NWR 
boundary. With this separation from the refuge, Parish’s onion would not be expected to occur 
in the LTA, and no impacts to the species would result under the Preferred Alternative. 

Other plant species of concern, including the desert barrel cactus, straw-top cholla, saguaro 
cactus, and ocotillo, occur scattered throughout YPG, but the potential for negative impacts to 
these species as a result of dismounted maneuvers in new or expanded LTAs would be 
minimal. Each of these species is armed with thorns or spines that could cause injury to military 
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personnel. As such, these plants would be avoided during dismounted maneuvers to the extent 
possible. Because accidental contact with these species cannot be completely avoided, there 
would be negligible to minor long-term impacts to these plant species of concern as a result of 
the creation and use of new or expanded LTAs. The condition of LTAs on YPG would be 
monitored and maintained by the ITAM program. Areas identified as being degraded would be 
rehabilitated to maintain a natural landscape typical of a real battlefield and the new or 
expanded LTAs would allow these dismounted maneuvers to be spread over a larger area, 
reducing the potential for impacts to vegetation on any given LTA. With continued 
implementation of the ITAM program, impacts to plant species of concern from establishment 
and use of new or expanded LTAs would be negligible to minor and long-term. 

6.2.6 Wildlife 
Proposed new or expanded LTAs would be established in areas that may be used by wildlife. 
Because no vegetation clearing or earth disturbance would occur to establish the LTAs, 
potential impacts to wildlife habitat would be negligible. Indirect impacts to wildlife as a result 
of habitat alteration would be negligible. Direct impacts resulting from injury or incidental 
mortality related to testing and training activities conducted on LTAs would be expected to be 
negligible to minor, as wildlife would be expected to temporarily relocate from areas of human 
activity or move to hiding refugia while military personnel were moving through an area. 
Normal use of the LTAs would resume once a testing or training event was complete. 

Proposed establishment and expansion of LTAs would not cause the loss of any water tanks 
that are used by wildlife species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by 
establishment and operation of proposed LTAs, there would be no induced behavioral changes 
in animal species using water tanks. 

LTAs that would be established by proposed activities L019 and L032 would not include any 
mountainous areas. Use of the mountainous portions of the other new or expanded LTAs could 
result in disturbance of desert bighorn sheep. If such disturbance were to occur in lambing areas 
during the lambing period, mortality or abandonment of young could result. The Training 
Exercise Management Office (TEMO) would coordinate with YPG Natural Resources staff prior 
to scheduling testing or training events in areas where desert bighorn sheep lambing could 
occur during the time of year that lambing would occur. During other times of the year or in 
areas where lambing would not occur, dismounted maneuvers in new or expanded LTAs 
would have no more than minor impacts on desert bighorn sheep as a result of temporary 
displacement. The selection of L030-b rather than L030-a under the Preferred Alternative 
eliminates approximately 10,000 ac of mountainous potential desert bighorn sheep habitat from 
areas included in proposed LTAs, which reduces the potential for disturbance of bighorn sheep 
from activities in new or expanded LTAs. 

7.0 Activities that Create or Expand Munitions Impact Areas 
Munitions impact areas, including small arms ranges, may be established for inert munitions, 
explosive munitions, or a combination of both. Munitions impact areas may be limited to 
certain classes of munitions or be capable of accommodating all types of munitions. Munitions 
impact areas include target areas and surrounding land to accommodate most misfires and 
overshoots. Small arms ranges may include catchboxes to contain spent ammunition. 
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7.1 Activity Description 
C003-a:  C003-a would include establishment and operation of three small arms impact areas for 
inert munitions at JERC I. Two of the impact areas would be 62 ac, and the third would be 15 ac. 
These impact areas would include catchboxes to allow collection of spent rounds after testing or 
training events. 

C003-b:  C003-b would include establishment and operation of a small arms impact area (62 ac) 
for inert munitions at JERC II. This impact area would include catchboxes to allow collection of 
spent rounds after testing or training events. 

C003-c:  C003-c would establish a small arms impact area (50 ac) for inert munitions at JERC III. 
This impact area would include catchboxes to allow collection of spent rounds after testing or 
training events. 

C006:  C006 would establish the Phoenix West Impact Area (262 ac) for inert and explosive 
munitions. 

C009:  C009 would establish the North UAS Impact Area (275 ac) for inert and explosive 
munitions. 

C011:  C011 would establish the La Posa West Impact Area (395 ac) for inert and explosive 
munitions. 

C034-a:  C034-a would expand the size of Graze Range Impact Areas by consolidating 7 
individual impact areas into a single larger area (626 ac, 616 ac under the Preferred Alternative). 

C035:  C035 would expand the Combined Live Fire Exercise Range at OP-9 by consolidating 2 
designated impact areas and Prospect Square (200 ac). 

C052:  C052 would establish the CM 7 Impact Area (1,270 ac) for inert and explosive munitions. 

C053:  C053 would establish the CM 4 North Impact Area (1,510 ac) for inert and explosive 
munitions. 

C055:  C055 would establish the Multi-Purpose North Impact Area (567 ac) for inert and 
explosive munitions. 

C056:  C056 would establish the Multi-Purpose South Impact Area (3,823 ac) for inert and 
explosive munitions. 

C057:  C057 would expand the Rocket Alley Impact Area (2,127 ac) for inert and explosive 
munitions. 

C058:  C058 would establish the Aerial Weapons Impact Area (2,452 ac) for inert and explosive 
munitions. 

C059:  C059 would establish the East Target Road Impact Area (2,531 ac) for inert and explosive 
munitions. 

C065-a:  C065-a would create long range artillery (LRA) Impact Area 1 (9.9 ac). 

C065-b:  C065-b would create LRA Impact Area 2 (9.9 ac). 

C065-c:  C065-c would create LRA Impact Area 3 (9.9 ac). 

C065-d:  C065-d would create LRA Impact Area 4 (9.9 ac). 
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C066-a/b:  C066-a would construct an aerial cable drop site (two cable sites [each 11,065 ft2] and 
target area [87,855 ft2]) for drop testing in mountains north of Prospect Square. Live munitions 
may be drop-tested at this facility, so the target area would be designated as a munitions impact 
area for explosive munitions. This activity would include two cables suspended between 
mountain peaks, winches and pulleys for each cable, and a 328-ft-diameter target area. C066-b 
would construct an approximately 2.5-mile (3-ac) access trail to the aerial cable drop site target 
area. Worker and supply access for construction of the mountain-top sites would be by 
helicopter for construction. Testers and test items would be transported to the site by helicopter 
during operations. C066 is analyzed in detail, but was not selected as a component of the 
Preferred Alternative.  

K003: K003 would expand a munitions impact area (24,309 ac proposed, 21,377 ac selected 
under Preferred Alternative) from the north boundary of Echo and Foxtrot to the north 
boundary of the contaminated area (Advanced Munitions Range). 

K008: K008 would expand a munitions impact area (4,467 ac) to encompass the area between 
Impact Areas Delta and Echo. 

K010: K010 would expand a munitions impact area (980 ac) north of North Boundary Road 
between GP 21A and Impact Area Alpha (Advanced Munitions Range). 

K024-a/b:  K024-a would construct an aerial cable drop site (two cable sites [each 11,065 ft2] and 
target area [87,855 ft2]) for drop testing in mountains south of Pole Line Road. Live munitions 
may be drop-tested at this facility, so the target area would be designated as a munitions impact 
area for explosive munitions. This activity would include two cables suspended between 
mountain peaks, winches and pulleys for each cable, and a 328-ft-diameter target area. K024-b-b 
would construct an approximately 0.6-mile (0.75-ac) access trail to the target area in mountains 
south of Pole Line Road. Worker and supply access for construction of the mountain-top sites 
would be by helicopter for construction. Testers and test items would be transported to the site 
by helicopter during operations.  

7.2 Potential Impacts 
Specific discussions of impacts to Energy/Utilities and Traffic/Transportation are not provided. 
There would be no impacts to these resources from creation or expansion of munitions impact 
areas and no mitigation is required. No discussion of potential impacts to Air Quality is 
provided. The discussion of Air Quality impacts provided in the body of the FPEIS adequately 
describes the potential for impacts to this resource from implementation of activities that create 
or expand munitions impact areas. 

7.2.1 Fire Management 
Approximately 16,310 ac in the Cibola Region and approximately 26,824 ac in the Kofa Region 
would be converted to new or expanded munitions impact areas. The fluctuations in the levels 
of munitions testing and training over the past decade on YPG provide baseline and maximum 
levels of munitions use in testing and training. Under the Proposed Action, annual firing of 
munitions would remain within the upper and lower bounds seen historically, but there would 
be new or expanded munitions impact areas which would increase the areas where munitions 
may be fired. Because the number of rounds fired would be within the historical range, no 
change in the frequency of wildfire ignition from munitions testing and training would be 
expected compared to the No Action Alternative. 
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Live-fire provides potential ignition sources and the potential for ignition is frequently down-
range in very remote areas. Even in areas where UXO is not a concern and fire suppression can 
be implemented, the time required to respond creates the potential for substantial spread of a 
wildfire prior to the start of control efforts. YPG would use its Geographic Information System 
model to predict fire risk and behavior on the installation. The development of new or 
expanded munitions impact areas under the Proposed Action would result in greater ability to 
implement certain activities that involve new fire risks in areas where the fire risk is low, which 
should result in a long-term reduction in wildfire risk on YPG.  

The potential for wildfire that ignites as a result of use of new or expanded munitions impact 
areas that would be established under proposed activities K003, K008, and K010 to impact 
protected species on YPG or the adjacent Kofa NWR is discussed in Section 7.2.7. 

Expanded and new munitions impact areas would not create any new areas that would become 
off-limits to firefighting as a result of UXO contamination. The proposed new and expanded 
munitions impact areas already contain UXO from historical activities.  

Wildfires that ignite on YPG have the potential to spread beyond the installation boundaries 
onto adjoining lands. Similarly, fires that begin on adjoining lands could spread onto YPG. YPG 
has developed an MOU with the USFWS and BLM that establishes guidance for cooperation 
and collaboration on wildland fire issues on YPG and the surrounding Federal lands. The MOU 
recognizes a common goal among the signatories to minimize the impacts of wildland fire on 
the desert landscape and establishes fire suppression and safety protocols for cooperative 
efforts to suppress desert wildfires. YPG would continue to cooperate with other Federal 
agencies per the MOU to combat wildfires in the region. 

7.2.2 Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste 
Creation or expansion of munitions impact areas would not require construction and no ground 
clearing or grubbing would occur. As a result, there would be no construction-related impacts 
from hazardous materials. 

All new or expanded munitions impact areas would have the potential for UXO and the 
potential for metals or MCOCs from misfires, incomplete detonations, and inert rounds to alter 
growing conditions or to migrate from the site. New or expanded munitions impact areas 
would be regularly checked for UXO, which could remain following testing or training events. 
Any such items would be removed or detonated in place with donor explosives. New and 
expanded munitions impact areas would be added to the regular range assessments conducted 
under DoDI 4715.14. Should migration of MCOCs from any of the new or expanded munitions 
impact areas be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures to protect human 
health and the environment. 

7.2.3 Land Use 
Approximately 16,310 ac in the Cibola Region and approximately 26,824 ac in the Kofa Region 
would be converted to new or expanded munitions impact areas. These areas already support 
military activities and are designated as Range/Open Land, which is compatible with proposed 
testing and training. No change in designated land use would occur. 

Because activities that would be used to create or expand munitions impact areas would be 
implemented on land that already contains historical UXO, no new land use constraints would 
be created. Any munitions impact areas would have to be cleared of potential UXO and MCOCs 
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prior to being converted to another land use. Any impacts on land use from creation of new or 
expanded munitions impact areas would be negligible to minor. 

7.2.4 Noise 
There would be no noise associated with establishment of new or expanded munitions impact 
areas. Operations conducted at new or expanded munitions impact areas would generate noise 
as a result of the flight of large rounds, the detonation of explosive rounds, and the impact of 
inert rounds with the surface. These noises would be episodic, as operations at new or 
expanded munitions impact areas would occur only as scheduled and would not be continuous.  

Use of the new or expanded munitions impact areas would be ongoing, but would be spread 
over a larger area than is currently used for these testing and training activities. This would 
likely result in reduced impacts within any one munitions impact area, with lesser impacts 
spread over additional areas. The noise from explosions from munitions testing and training 
would be audible to wildlife for several miles from a munitions impact area. However, beyond 
the immediate blast area, the noise would likely be perceived as background noise due to the 
frequency of this type of testing and training on YPG. Because there would be no increase in the 
number of HE rounds fired compared to historical levels, just an increase in the areas 
authorized for impacts from fired munitions, no appreciable change in the noise environment 
would be expected and any noise impacts to wildlife from munitions testing and training would 
be expected to be negligible. 

Operations using explosive munitions at new or expanded munitions impact areas in the Kofa 
Region would produce noise that would extend onto the Kofa NWR for up to several miles. 
Because the expected fluctuations in testing and training would be within the historical limits 
that have been documented, no increase in the number of events on munitions impact areas that 
cause noise on Kofa NWR would be expected. The locations from which this noise originates 
would increase, but the number or rounds fired would stay within historical levels.  

At present, noise from firing into munitions impact areas is between 57 and 62 decibels at the 
points where it enters the Kofa NWR, and this noise would naturally attenuate with distance. 
The gradual natural attenuation of noise over distance results in this noise being audible for 
several miles within the refuge, which typically lacks other sources of noise. This noise level is 
comparable to the 60-dBA (A-weighted decibel) of a normal conversation and is not normally a 
noise level that would disturb receptors. Wilderness area users frequently seek solitude in 
wilderness areas and the continual noticeable noise from explosions, while not loud, could 
disrupt the solitude experience. However, because of the location of the wilderness area in the 
Kofa NWR, adjacent to an active military test range, and because of the designation of much of 
that wilderness area as a buffer for military artillery testing, users of the wilderness area on 
Kofa NWR would not have an expectation of quietude and the noise from artillery testing 
would be no more than a minor impact to the recreation experience. Because there would be no 
increase in the number of HE rounds fired compared to historical levels, there would be no 
change in the noise environment on Kofa NWR as a result of using the proposed new munitions 
impact areas. 

7.2.5 Safety 
Use of new or expanded munitions impact areas, including increased vehicle use to access these 
new areas, would not be expected to change the rate of safety-related incidents on YPG. There 
could be an increase in the number of safety-related incidents during a specific period because 
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more activities could be scheduled simultaneously. However, because the YPG Safety Program 
would be implemented, safety issues from incidents related to increased activity would be 
expected to be minor. 

New and expanded impact areas could increase the risk of wildfire on YPG through exposure of 
new areas to potential ignition sources. The potential impacts of wildfire were discussed in 
Section 7.2.1. 

7.2.6 Soils 
Proposed transportation activities would involve soil disturbance during site preparation and 
during construction activities. Soils on YPG are of two broad types: highly erodible and not 
highly erodible. The FPEIS (Section 3.15.2.3) provides an adequate analysis of impacts to soils 
that are not highly erodible, and this analysis focuses on potential impacts to highly erodible 
soils as a result of proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas. There are four highly 
erodible soils complexes on YPG, as discussed in the FPEIS.  

No impact to highly erodible soils would occur in the Laguna Region because all proposed new 
or expanded munitions impact areas would be in the Cibola and Kofa Regions. Proposed new 
or expanded munitions impact areas in the Cibola Region would include 8,558.37 ac of highly 
erodible soils and there would be 19,003.64 ac of highly erodible soils within proposed new or 
expanded munitions areas in the Kofa Region. Some of the area that would be included in the 
proposed new and expanded munitions impact areas is within mountainous portions of YPG, 
where highly erodible soils typically do not occur. Selection of mountainous areas for inclusion 
reduces the amount of highly erodible soils in munitions impact areas. Proposed munitions 
impact areas C006, C034a, C035, C065a, C065c, C065d, C066-a, and C066-b lack highly erodible 
soils and would not have impacts on these soils. 

No clearing or grading would occur in proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas. 
Direct impacts to highly erodible soils would be limited to dispersed disturbance from impacts 
from explosive munitions. Indirect impacts could result from scour associated with stormwater 
runoff, from wildfires ignited by firing actions, and from accumulation of metals and MCOCs in 
soils.  

Explosive munitions that are fired for air burst would not have direct impacts on soils. Ground 
burst munitions would disturb soils at the point of detonation and could remove vegetation 
from an area. Ground bursts could create craters rather than general soils disturbance. Cratered 
soils may have reduced stormwater runoff due to the capacity of craters to retain water. 
Existing munitions impact areas, including the Direct Fire Range, Site 10, Rocket and Gun 
Horizontal Impact Area (CRV-7), and Rocket Alley, are in the south Cibola Region and contain 
extensive amounts of highly erodible Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. These soils have not 
experienced severe impacts during historical use of these munitions impact areas. Impacts to 
highly erodible soils in new or expanded munitions impact areas would be expected to be 
comparable to these historical impacts. While munitions impact areas are not actively 
maintained due to the safety risks associated with UXO and MCOCs, impacts to highly erodible 
soils from live fire activities in proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas are expected 
to be minor to moderate based on historical use of other munitions impact areas. New or 
expanded munitions impact areas located on level ground would typically have minor impacts 
on highly erodible soils, because any cratering would tend to retain water and reduce runoff. 
New or expanded munitions impact areas in areas with greater topographic relief could have an 
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increased potential for erosion from runoff-associated scour, which would be expected to have 
minor to moderate impacts on highly erodible soils.  

Firing of tracer rounds and explosive rounds could contribute to wildfires, which could further 
contribute to the erosion of highly erodible soils by increased stormwater scour following loss 
of vegetation. Impacts associated with wildland fires are discussed in Section 7.2.1.  

Metals and MCOCs could accumulate in soils and either alter growing conditions or migrate 
offsite. The potential for metals and MCOCs to alter growing conditions or migrate from the site 
was discussed in Section 7.2.2. 

Where soils that are susceptible to wind erosion are disturbed, there would be potential to 
create dust and contribute to PM10 that could affect air quality. Potential air quality impacts 
were discussed in Section 3.2.2.  

The three small LTAs that would be created by proposed activity C003-a would include 95.5 ac 
of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils, 7.21 ac of Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex soils, and 35.82 
ac of Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex soils. These munitions impact areas would be on 
predominantly level ground, which would limit stormwater runoff and reduce potential 
impacts. Cratering from ground detonations would tend to retain water and further reduce 
runoff. Existing munitions impact areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not 
exhibited significant erosion and comparable long-term erosion would be expected on expected 
these small munitions impact areas. Because the munitions impact areas would be 
predominantly on level ground, because historical use of munitions impact areas has not tended 
to develop erosion problems in highly erodible soils, and because the area of potential impacts 
would be relatively small, impacts to highly erodible soils from proposed activity C003-a would 
be expected to be minor. 

Proposed activity C003-b would establish a 62-ac small arms impact area on the JERC II Range 
that would include 52.52 ac of highly erodible Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. C003-b would 
be on generally level ground, which would limit stormwater runoff and promote infiltration. In 
this impact area, rounds would be fired into catchboxes rather than into the landscape. Because 
of the small size of the munitions impact area and because catchboxes would be used, impacts 
to highly erodible soils would be expected to be negligible. 

Proposed activity C003-c would establish a 50-ac small arms impact area on the JERC III Range 
that would include 34.77 ac of highly erodible Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. C003-c would 
be in an area with substantial topographic relief where the potential for impacts of stormwater 
runoff on highly erodible soils would likely be greater due to increased runoff velocities and 
potential for scouring. However, in this impact area, rounds would be fired into catchboxes 
rather than into the landscape. Because of the small size of the munitions impact area and 
because catchboxes would be used, the steeper topography would not be expected to result in 
increased indirect impacts from stormwater runoff and impacts to highly erodible soils would 
be expected to be negligible.  

Proposed activity C009 would create a 275-ac munitions impact area that would be entirely on 
highly erodible Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex soils. C009 would be in an area that is mostly 
level, which would promote infiltration and reduce runoff potential. Cratering from ground 
detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff potential. Existing munitions impact 
areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not exhibited significant erosion, and long-
term impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be comparable to those seen on 
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existing munitions impact areas. Because historical use of munitions impact areas has not 
tended to develop erosion problems in highly erodible soils, and because the area of potential 
impacts would be relatively small, impacts to highly erodible soils from proposed activity C009 
would be expected to be minor. 

Proposed activity C011 would create a 395-ac munitions impact area on highly erodible soils 
that would include 202.99 ac of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils and 192.01 ac of Gilman-
Harqua-Glenbar complex soils. C011 would be in an area that is mostly level, which would 
promote infiltration and reduce runoff potential. Large parts of the northern portion of the area 
have been cleared of vegetation as a result of unrelated activities. Cratering from ground 
detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff potential. Existing munitions impact 
areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not exhibited significant erosion, and long-
term impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be comparable to those seen on 
existing munitions impact areas. The proposed munitions impact area is relatively small and on 
level ground, and the area was already disturbed.  Therefore, impacts to highly erodible soils 
from the proposed activity C011 would be expected to be minor. 

Proposed activity C053 would create a 1,510-ac munitions impact area that would include 
493.18 ac of highly erodible Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils, approximately one-third of the 
site. Portions of the munitions impact area would be in areas with greater topographic relief 
and the potential for stormwater runoff to erode sensitive soils would be greater in those areas. 
Cratering from ground detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff potential. 
Existing munitions impact areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not exhibited 
significant erosion, but the topography of this proposed munitions impact area would include a 
greater amount of steep terrain compared to existing munitions impact areas and greater 
impacts would be possible. Due to the topographic relief and the size of the proposed munitions 
impact area, impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity C056 would create a 3,823-ac munitions impact area that would include 
2,854.78 ac of highly erodible Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. Approximately 25 percent of 
the munitions impact area would not contain highly erodible soils. Portions of the proposed 
munitions impact area have been disturbed from unrelated previous activities and there are 
several trails and roads through the area. Portions of the area have greater topographic relief 
and the potential for stormwater runoff to erode sensitive soils would be greater in those areas. 
Cratering from ground detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff potential. 
Existing munitions impact areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not exhibited 
significant erosion, but the topography of this proposed munitions impact area would include a 
greater amount of steep terrain compared to existing munitions impact areas and greater 
impacts would be possible. Due to the topographic relief and the size of the proposed munitions 
impact area, impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity C057 would create a 2,127-ac munitions impact area that would include 
1,251.27 ac (approximately 60 percent) of the highly erodible Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. 
Very little disturbance has occurred in the area, limited to a few established roads and off-road 
trails. Portions of the area have greater topographic relief and the potential for stormwater 
runoff to erode sensitive soils would be greater in those areas. Cratering from ground 
detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff potential. Existing munitions impact 
areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not exhibited significant erosion, but the 
topography of this proposed munitions impact area would include a greater amount of steep 
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terrain compared to existing munitions impact areas and greater impacts would be possible. 
Due to the topographic relief and the size of the proposed munitions impact area, impacts to 
highly erodible soils would be expected to be minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity C058 would create a 2,452-ac munitions impact area that would contain 
1,772.79 ac (approximately 72 percent) of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. Substantial soil 
disturbance and extensive vegetation removal have occurred within the area from unrelated 
previous activities, including clearing and grading of a 45-ac rectangular area. The proposed 
munitions impact area is generally flat, but includes small areas with greater topographic relief 
where the potential for stormwater runoff to erode sensitive soils would be greater. Cratering 
from ground detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff potential. Existing 
munitions impact areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not exhibited significant 
erosion, but the topography of this proposed munitions impact area would include a greater 
amount of steep terrain compared to existing munitions impact areas and greater impacts 
would be possible. Due to the topographic relief and the size of the proposed munitions impact 
area, impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be minor to moderate.  

Proposed activity C059 would create a 2,531-ac munitions impact area with 1,071.22 ac 
(approximately 42 percent) of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. The area is mostly 
undisturbed, but has scattered, very small highly used areas plus several established roads and 
trails. The area where highly erodible soils occur is generally flat, but includes small areas with 
greater topographic relief where the potential for stormwater runoff to erode sensitive soils 
would be greater. Cratering from ground detonations would tend to retain water and reduce 
runoff potential. Existing munitions impact areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have 
not exhibited significant erosion, but the topography of this proposed munitions impact area 
would include a greater amount of steep terrain compared to existing munitions impact areas 
and greater impacts would be possible. Due to the topographic relief and the size of the 
proposed munitions impact area, impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be 
minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity C065-b would impact up to 6.8 ac of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils and the 
remaining 3.1 ac lack highly erodible soils. The area includes two roads. There is considerable 
topographic relief that would have a greater potential for erosion impacts from stormwater 
runoff. Cratering from ground detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff 
potential. Existing munitions impact areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not 
exhibited significant erosion, but the topography of this proposed munitions impact area would 
include a greater amount of steep terrain compared to existing munitions impact areas and 
greater impacts would be possible. While the topography would tend to result in greater 
erosion impacts to highly erodible soils, due to the very small size of the proposed munitions 
impact area and the small acreage of highly erodible soils, any impacts to highly erodible soils 
would be minor.  

Under the Preferred Alternative, proposed activity K003 would create a 21,377-ac munitions 
impact area that would include 6,466.02 ac of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils, 8,284.63 ac of 
Gilman-Harqua-Glenbar complex soils, and 3,249.17 ac of Tucson-Tremant-Antho complex 
soils. Only 3,377.18 ac (approximately 16 percent) of the proposed munitions impact area does 
not contain highly erodible soils. The area is mostly undisturbed, though there are some roads 
within the proposed boundaries that are used for testing and training and small separated areas 
of development, primarily in the central portion of the proposed munitions impact area. The 
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area is mostly level, but there are areas with greater topographic relief in the western and 
eastern portions of K003 that could result in an increased potential for erosion from stormwater 
runoff. Cratering from ground detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff 
potential. Existing munitions impact areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not 
exhibited significant erosion, but the topography of this proposed munitions impact area would 
include a greater amount of steep terrain compared to existing munitions impact areas and 
greater impacts would be possible. Due to the topographic relief and the size of the proposed 
munitions impact area, impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected to be minor to 
moderate. As proposed, the munitions impact area would include an additional 2,204.1 ac of 
highly erodible soils. The potential for impacts to highly erodible soils would be greater for the 
originally proposed munitions impact area compared to the smaller area selected for 
implementation under the Preferred Alternative. 

Proposed activity K008 would create a munitions impact area that would include 342.11 ac of 
Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils, less than 10 percent of the proposed impact area. Most of the 
proposed munitions impact area would be within a mountainous area that lacks highly erodible 
soils. The highly erodible soils would be limited to areas between mountains, which have 
varying amounts of topographic relief. In steeper areas with highly erodible soils, there would 
be an increased potential for erosion from stormwater runoff and scour. Cratering from ground 
detonations would tend to retain water and reduce runoff potential. Existing munitions impact 
areas on YPG that contain highly erodible soils have not exhibited significant erosion, but the 
topography of this proposed munitions impact area would include a greater amount of steep 
terrain compared to existing munitions impact areas and greater impacts would be possible. 
Due to the topographic relief and the size of the proposed munitions impact area, impacts to 
highly erodible soils would be expected to be minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity K010 would create a munitions impact area that would include 660.8 ac of 
Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils with 319.2 ac of soils that are not highly erodible. The central 
portion of the proposed munitions impact area has been significantly disturbed from previous 
development and military activities. The remaining area is mostly undisturbed and generally 
flat where runoff would be minimal, but there are areas with topographic relief that could have 
greater stormwater runoff. Cratering from ground detonations would tend to retain water and 
reduce runoff potential. Existing munitions impact areas on YPG that contain highly erodible 
soils have not exhibited significant erosion and comparable long-term erosion would be 
expected in this munitions impact area. Because the munitions impact area would be 
predominantly on level ground, because historical use of munitions impact areas has not tended 
to develop erosion problems in highly erodible soils, and because the area of potential erosion 
would be relatively small, impacts to highly erodible soils from proposed activity K010 would 
be expected to be minor to moderate. 

Proposed activity K024-a would not impact highly erodible soils, but the access road to reach 
the cable drop site (K024-b) would impact 0.91 ac of Cristobal-Gunsight complex soils. 
Construction-related impacts to these soils would be minor due to the small area involved. No 
more than negligible erosion impacts to highly erodible soils would be expected from 
operations on the road.  

The proposed new and expanded munitions impact areas would create additional areas for 
munitions firing, which could provide long-term benefits to highly erodible soils. The increase 
in the number of areas where munitions could be fired would likely lead to less intense use of 
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any one area, which would allow more extensive vegetation cover and less scour from 
stormwater runoff.  

7.2.7 Threatened or Endangered Species and Species of Concern  
Proposed new munitions impact areas would not have impacts on the desert rosy boa or the 
Mojave fringe-toed lizard. YPG lacks quality potentially suitable habitat for the desert rosy boa 
due to the lack of intermittent or permanent streams with associated riparian areas. The poor to 
marginal potentially suitable habitat that does occur on YPG is not within or adjacent to any 
proposed activities associated with establishment or expansion of munitions impact areas. The 
Mohave fringe-toed lizard occurs on YPG only in sand dune habitat in the northwestern portion 
of the Cibola Region. This area would not be impacted by any proposed munitions impact 
areas. Because there would be no potential for impacts to these species or their habitats, they are 
not further discussed. As noted under small construction activities, potential impacts to the 
Nichol Turk’s head are not addressed because the species would not occur on YPG. 

Proposed establishment or expansion of munitions impact areas would not cause the loss of any 
water tanks that are used by TES species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by 
munitions impact areas, there would be no induced behavioral changes in TES species using 
water tanks.  

Proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas C003-a, C003-b, C003-c, C006, C009, C011, 
C065-a, C065-b, C065-c, and C065-d would be within areas identified as primary Sonoran desert 
tortoise habitat. Proposed activities C003-a, C003-b, and C003-c would establish small arms 
impact areas in the JERC areas. Proposed munitions impact areas C006, C009, C011, C065-a, 
C065-b, C065-d, and C065-d would be for inert and explosive munitions. In C003-a, C003-b, and 
C003-c, rounds would be fired into catchboxes rather than into the landscape, and no impacts to 
potential desert tortoise habitat would result. No indirect impacts to the Sonoran desert tortoise 
would result because there would be no change in habitat conditions. Use of catchboxes at 
C003-a, C003-b, and C003-c for fired rounds also would prevent direct injury or mortality, as no 
rounds would be fired into open desert where tortoise may occur. Any impacts to Sonoran 
desert tortoise at C003-a, C003-b, and C003-c would be limited to avoidance of areas of human 
activity. Any impacts from use of these small arms munitions impact areas would be expected 
to be negligible because the frequency of testing and training events would be within the range 
of historical activity on the JERC ranges. Impacts to Sonoran desert tortoise at proposed 
munitions impact areas C006, C009, C011, C065-a, C065-b, C065-d, and C065-d could include 
indirect impacts from habitat degradation from detonation of explosive rounds and direct 
injury or mortality from inert or explosive rounds fired into these munitions impact areas. 
Sonoran desert tortoise are known to occur in areas that are or have been used for munitions 
impacts and the area affected by munitions impacts within a munitions impact area is generally 
relatively small compared to the area of the safety fans within the munitions impact area. 
Therefore, any impacts to Sonoran desert tortoise habitat from use of new or expanded 
munitions impact areas would be expected to be negligible to minor. Because Sonoran desert 
tortoise are uncommon and because the area affected by detonations within a munitions impact 
area is generally relatively small compared to the area of the safety fans within the munitions 
impact area, direct injury and incidental mortality of Sonoran desert tortoise would be expected 
to be very rare occurrences. Firing into munitions impact areas C006, C009, C011, C065-a, C065-
b, C065-d, and C065-d would not cause the Sonoran desert tortoise to be extirpated from YPG 
and any impacts would be minor to moderate. Should the Sonoran desert tortoise be listed 
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under the ESA, activities proposed in areas where the tortoise may occur on YPG would be re-
evaluated with regard to potential impacts and appropriate consultation with the USFWS 
would be conducted prior to any land-disturbing activities. 

Sonoran pronghorn have not been observed west of US 95. No impacts to this species from 
proposed new munitions impact areas in the Cibola Region, all of which would be west of US 
95, would be expected.  

Expansion of munitions impact areas K003 (24,309 ac proposed, 21,377 ac selected under 
Preferred Alternative), K008 (4,467 ac), and K010 (980 ac) would be near or within King Valley 
and the Kofa NWR, where Sonoran pronghorn may occur. The potential for noise impacts to 
Sonoran pronghorn, including those on the Kofa NWR, was discussed in Section 7.2.4. This 
discussion focuses on the potential for direct impacts from munitions firing and indirect 
impacts as a result of habitat loss or degradation.  

Direct impacts to Sonoran pronghorn would include injury or direct mortality as a result of 
firing into new or expanded munitions impact areas and also includes the same impacts outside 
of designated new or expanded munitions impact areas as a result of overshoots and stray 
rounds. Detonations from military munitions also may enhance pronghorn habitat by creating 
depressions that retain water and that exhibit greater vegetation growth. Because Sonoran 
desert pronghorn numbers are low and because the animals have been documented crossing 
existing munitions impact areas without injury, it is expected that any occurrence of direct 
injury or mortality would be very rare.  

Wildfire that ignites from detonation in the new or expanded munitions impact areas that 
would be established by proposed activities K003, K008, or K010 could affect Sonoran 
pronghorn through direct mortality or indirectly through short-term loss of forage habitat and 
greater exposure to predation from loss of cover if such fires escape and expand to cover an 
appreciable acreage. The incidence of such fires is low (only one major wildfire on the Kofa 
Range in the past 50 years) and Sonoran pronghorn densities are low; therefore, the potential 
for direct or indirect impacts from wildfire ignition from firing into new or expanded munitions 
impact areas K003, K008, and K010 is minor.  

The noise of munitions detonations and wildfires that result from munitions detonation in new 
or expanded munitions impact areas K003, K008, and K010 could have indirect impacts to 
Sonoran pronghorn on the Kofa NWR. Potential noise impacts were discussed in Section 7.2.4. 
The potential impacts from wildfire would be the same as discussed for the Sonoran pronghorn 
on YPG. Any impacts would be expected to be minor.  

The USFWS issued a BO regarding activities that may affect the Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa 
NWR that included three Reasonable and Prudent Measures with implementing Terms and 
Conditions that YPG will comply with: 

1. To comply with Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 1: YPG shall monitor 
environmental conditions on the Kofa Range, including weather patterns (e.g., temperature, 
precipitation, humidity) and status of fuels (e.g., distribution and density of annual 
vegetation or any other vegetation that is capable of carrying fire across the landscape).   

2. To comply with Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 2a and 2b: YPG shall, subject to 
availability of funds and where compatible with the military mission (as determined by the 
Senior Commander), continue to maintain a fire department with wildland firefighting 
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capabilities.  Additionally, YPG shall, subject to availability of funds and where compatible 
with the military mission (as determined by the Senior Commander), continue to maintain a 
fire station on the KFR to provide rapid response on the Kofa Range in the event of fire.  If 
the fire department and/or fire station are discontinued at any time in the future, YPG shall 
notify USFWS-AESO and Kofa NWR, and this Term and Condition may need to be re-
evaluated.    
Should YPG detect exceptional fuel conditions that are conducive to carrying fire, then YPG 
shall increase fire readiness by (1) providing additional fire briefings to test officers to stress 
the importance of initial fire spotting and early notification, and (2) subject to availability of 
funds, maintaining fire break infrastructure where such infrastructure is compatible with 
the military mission (as determined by the Senior Commander) and pronghorn conservation 
(as determined through coordination with Kofa NWR and USFWS-AESO) and is anticipated 
to reduce the risk of fire spreading to Kofa NWR (as determined by local firefighting 
agencies). 

3. YPG shall report any fires that occur in the King Valley of Kofa NWR as a result of activities 
carried out or authorized by YPG to USFWS-AESO and Kofa NWR as soon as possible.  The 
report (can be in the form of an email) will, at a minimum, include the date(s), acreage, and 
location(s) of the fire(s), as well as the number of pronghorn in the vicinity of the fire, if 
known.  YPG shall also immediately notify Kofa NWR once aware that a fire has encroached 
or may encroach onto the refuge. 

Conservation measures that are included in the Proposed Action that would be implemented by 
YPG include: 
• Implement the 2014 Final Incident Response Protocol for Sonoran Pronghorn, which 

includes: (a) notifying USFWS and other appropriate parties as outlined in the protocol as 
soon as possible if Sonoran pronghorn are observed on YPG that are injured, sick or dead; 
and (b) coordinating range access for USFWS and AZGFD as appropriate for capture of sick 
or injured pronghorn as well as recovery of dead individuals if necessary.  Coordination 
will involve adherence to range safety and security procedures. 

• Avoid placing activities in proximity to artificial water sources (suitable for Sonoran 
pronghorn) to the extent that such action is consistent with the military mission. 

• YPG will adhere to the terms of the MOU between the Kofa NWR, Imperial NWR, BLM, 
and YPG which provides procedures and guidance for cooperation and collaboration on 
wildland fire issues.  This includes notifying interagency dispatch of any wildfire on YPG 
lands.  

New or expanded munitions impact areas would be in potentially suitable habitat for the 
banded Gila monster. Indirect impacts to the banded Gila monster from habitat loss would be 
negligible to minor, as expansion or creation of munitions impact areas would not result in 
vegetation clearing and the area where vegetation could be altered by munitions explosions 
would be relatively small compared to the total area of the new or expanded munitions impact 
areas. Direct impacts resulting from injury or incidental mortality related to firing into the new 
or expanded munitions impact areas would be expected to be negligible to minor due to the low 
probability of occurrence.  

Minor impacts to the loggerhead shrike would be possible from firing of explosive munitions. 
However, because munitions would be fired at specific target zones within a munitions impact 
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area and because of the widely scattered occurrences of the loggerhead shrike, there is a very 
low probability of direct impacts to the species within a given detonation area. Direct impacts 
would be expected to be negligible to minor. Indirect impacts could result from loss of habitat 
or from accumulation of MCOCs or metals in soils that could transfer through the insect prey 
base to the shrike. Potential foraging and nesting habitat for the loggerhead shrike could be 
reduced through firing into new or expanded munitions impact areas. The potential for indirect 
impacts to the loggerhead shrike as a result of habitat loss from firing into new or expanded 
munitions impact areas would be expected to be negligible to minor, because no vegetation 
clearing would occur to establish new or expanded munitions impact areas, because of the low 
density of loggerhead shrike on YPG, and because of the relatively small area within a 
munitions impact area where detonations would actually occur. New and expanded munitions 
impact areas would be added to the regular range assessments conducted under DoDI 4715.14. 
Should accumulation of MCOCs be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures to 
protect human health and the environment. 

Proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas would include areas where the western 
burrowing owl may occur. There would be no impacts to the grasslands around the lower 
Colorado and Gila Rivers, which provide large areas of preferred habitat for the western 
burrowing owl, and any habitat alteration as a result of firing into new or expanded munitions 
impact areas on YPG would be expected to be minimal. Indirect impacts to the western 
burrowing owl as a result of habitat loss or degradation would be negligible to minor.  

Bat species of concern, including the California leaf-nosed bat, the cave myotis, and the 
pocketed free-tailed bat, may forage and roost on YPG. These species roost in caves and mines, 
which would not be impacted by establishment and operation of the proposed new or 
expanded munitions impact areas. There would be no indirect impacts to these bat species 
through loss or degradation of roosting habitat. The western yellow bat and the spotted bat may 
occur as transients or migrants on YPG, but would not roost on the installation. Because bat 
roosting would not occur in the areas proposed for new or expanded munitions impact areas, 
no direct impacts to bats would be expected from testing and training activities on the new or 
expanded munitions impact areas. Potential foraging habitat for these five bat species could be 
degraded by disturbance associated with ground-burst explosive munitions firing. Because the 
amount of degradation would be minor relative to the total foraging habitat available on YPG 
and the surrounding lands, any indirect impacts to bats from loss of foraging habitat would be 
minor.  

Past and ongoing munitions testing and training on YPG do not appear to have negatively 
impacted wild horse and burro populations. These animals are very mobile and able to relocate 
from areas where disturbance occurs. These species use habitat throughout YPG and it is 
unlikely that use of new or expanded munitions impact areas would have other than negligible 
to minor impacts to wild horses and burros.  

Proposed activity K003, as proposed, would extend a munitions impact area to the southern 
and eastern boundaries of the Kofa NWR in the general vicinity of SWTR. Parish’s onion could 
occur near those refuge boundaries. Firing into this munitions impact area could impact 
populations of Parish’s onion, if they occur there. However, firing into this munitions impact 
area would not be aimed near the boundary and only errant rounds would have the potential 
for landing in this area. Any impacts from errant rounds would be negligible to minor, as the 
probability of an errant round striking an occurrence of Parish’s onion would be very small. 
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Indirect impacts could result from accumulation of MCOCs or metals in soils as a result of long-
term use of new or expanded munitions impact areas. The K003 munitions impact area would 
be added to the regular range assessments conducted under DoDI 4715.14. Should 
accumulation of MCOCs be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures to protect 
human health and the environment. Under the Preferred Alternative, the munitions impact area 
would be 1 km (0.62 mile) from the southern boundary of Kofa NWR and 500 meters from the 
eastern boundary of the refuge. With this separation from the refuge boundary, no impacts to 
Parish’s onion would be expected from firing into this munitions impact area under the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Other plant species of concern, including the desert barrel cactus, straw-top cholla, saguaro 
cactus, and ocotillo, occur scattered throughout YPG. These species likely occur in small 
numbers in proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas, as they are known to occur as 
scattered individuals in existing munitions impact areas and other portions of YPG. Minor 
impacts would be possible from firing of explosive munitions. However, because these 
munitions would be fired at specific target zones within a munitions impact area and 
considering the widely scattered nature of occurrences of these plant species, there is a very low 
probability of any plant species of concern being within a given detonation area. Any direct 
impacts would be expected to be negligible to minor. Indirect impacts could result from 
accumulation of MCOCs or metals in soils as a result of long-term use of new or expanded 
munitions impact areas. New and expanded munitions impact areas would be added to the 
regular range assessments conducted under DoDI 4715.14. Should accumulation of MCOCs be 
indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures to protect human health and the 
environment. 

7.2.8 Vegetation 
The potential for establishment and operation of new or expanded munitions impact areas to 
affect vegetation through changes in wildfire frequency or intensity was discussed in Section 
7.2.1 and is not further discussed here.  

Proposed new and expanded munitions impact areas could impact up to 43,124 ac on YPG. Of 
this total, approximately 42,874 ac would receive both inert and explosive fire and 
approximately 250 ac at JERC I, II, and III would be for inert fire only. There would be no direct 
impacts to vegetation in these areas from creation of the munitions impact areas.  

Operation of new or expanded munitions impact areas would have potential for direct and 
indirect impacts to vegetation due to testing and training activities that would include firing 
into these areas. Munitions impact areas that receive only inert fire would be less impacted, as 
direct impacts to vegetation would be negligible. Direct impact to vegetation would result from 
detonations from explosive fire that physically eliminate vegetation from the blast area. Aerial 
detonations would not have direct impacts to vegetation.  

Potential indirect impacts to vegetation could result from changes to soil chemistry associated 
with accumulation of lead or other metals from inert fire or accumulation of MCOCs from 
explosive fire. There could be potential for long-term indirect changes to vegetation as a result 
of altered growing conditions. New and expanded munitions impact areas would be added to 
the regular range assessments conducted under DoDI 4715.14. Should accumulation of MCOCs 
be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures to protect human health and the 
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environment. Implementation of the YPG ITAM program would help to maintain desert 
vegetation in areas used for training activities.  

7.2.9 Visual Resources 
Because none of the proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas have unique visual 
resource characteristics, the potential impacts to visual resources are discussed in aggregate 
rather than for individual proposed activities. No construction would be associated with 
establishment of new or expanded munitions impact areas. As a result, there would be no 
impacts to visual resources from establishment of new or expanded munitions impact areas. 

There would be scattered landscape disturbance from munitions impacts and some additional 
disturbance as a result of UXO removal. However, the disturbance would be away from 
potential public viewers. Because there would be no public viewers, use of new or expanded 
munitions impact areas would not be considered an impact to visual resources. 

The construction of a proposed aerial cable drop at the Preferred Alternative location in either 
the Kofa Region (K024-a/b) or the Cibola Region (C066-a/b) would be in remote areas with 
very little public access. There would be permanent minor negative impacts to the visible 
landscape. 

7.2.10 Water Resources 
None of the proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas would be used for munitions 
with depleted uranium. As such, there are no proposed new or expanded munitions impact 
areas that would have unique characteristics. Therefore, the discussion of potential impacts is 
limited to a general discussion that applies to all proposed new or expanded munitions impact 
areas. 

Establishment and operation of new or expanded munitions impact areas would not have direct 
impacts to groundwater resources. However, all new or expanded munitions impact areas 
would have the potential for MCOCs from misfires, incomplete detonations, and dud rounds to 
cause indirect impacts to groundwater if migration through the soil column occurs. New or 
expanded munitions impact areas would be regularly checked for UXO, which could remain 
following testing or training events. Any such items would be removed or detonated in place 
with donor explosives, which would reduce the potential for migration of MCOCs through the 
soil column. New and expanded munitions impact areas would be added to the regular range 
assessments conducted under DoDI 4715.14. Should migration of MCOCs from any of the new 
or expanded munitions impact areas be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures 
to protect human health and the environment. 

No direct impacts to surface water resources would result from establishment of new munitions 
impact areas, as no surface waters are within the boundaries of the proposed munitions impact 
areas. No impervious surfaces would be created from establishment and operation of munitions 
impact areas and there would be no change to stormwater runoff. Therefore, no indirect 
impacts to surface waters from increased rates or volumes of stormwater runoff would occur.  

Indirect impacts to surface waters could result should migration of MCOCs from new or 
expanded munitions impact areas occur. New or expanded munitions impact areas would be 
regularly checked for UXO, which could remain following testing or training events. Any such 
items would be removed or detonated in place with donor explosives, which would reduce the 
potential for migration of MCOCs to offsite surface water resources. New and expanded 
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munitions impact areas would be added to the regular range assessments conducted under 
DoDI 4715.14. Should migration of MCOCs from any of the new or expanded munitions impact 
areas be indicated, YPG would implement appropriate measures to protect human health and 
the environment. 

7.2.11 Wildlife 
The potential impacts to wildlife from noise as a result of firing into  new or expanded 
munitions impact areas was discussed in Section 7.2.4. 

Proposed activities C003-a, C003-b, and C003-c would establish small arms impact areas in the 
JERC areas that would use catchboxes for fired rounds. No impacts to wildlife, other than 
temporary displacement during testing and training activities, would occur in these proposed 
munitions impact areas. Because testing and training already are conducted in these three areas, 
any impacts to wildlife from firing into these munitions impact areas would be expected to be 
negligible. 

The other proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas could impact wildlife habitat on 
up to approximately 16,059 ac on YPG. However, the area affected by munitions firing within a 
munitions impact area is relatively small compared to the size of the munitions impact area due 
to including safety fans within the impact area to minimize the potential for stray rounds 
landing outside the designated impact area. No loss of any habitat types would result, and any 
indirect impacts to wildlife species on YPG from loss or degradation of habitat would be 
negligible.  

Munitions impact areas may enhance habitat value for some species by creating depressions 
that retain water and that have greater growth of young vegetation. Although there is potential 
for direct injury and mortality from fired munitions, wildlife densities are low on YPG, so any 
injury or incidental mortality would be uncommon. No loss of species from YPG would result, 
and any impacts from injury or incidental mortality would be minor. 

Proposed new or expanded munitions impact areas would not cause the loss of any water tanks 
that are used by wildlife species. Because these water tanks would be unaffected by munitions 
impact areas, there would be no induced behavioral changes in animal species using water 
tanks.  

8.0 Transportation Activities 
The activities in this category include projects that would construct new roads, alter existing 
roads, or directly affect normal traffic flow on YPG.  

8.1 Activity Description 
L002-a:  L002 would construct an extension of Runway 18/36 at LAAF and realign Barranca 
Road to accommodate the runway extension (2,000-ft runway extension 2.75 ac, realignment of 
Barranca Road 3.37 ac, and utilities 12,500 ft2). 

L008-a:  L008-a would construct an access control point (ACP) (19,500 ft2) at CDH. 

L011-a:  L011-a would construct a tracked vehicle trail (45,000 ft2) at YTC to allow movement of 
tracked vehicles to and from service areas within YTC. 

L012-d:  L012-d would construct ACP improvements (15,500 ft2) at MAA. 
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L023-a: L023-a would improve the ACP at the Kofa cantonment (19,500 ft2).  

L025-a: L025-a would construct Aberdeen Road flood upgrades (0.5 mile). 

L025-b: L025-b would construct range road improvements (31.5 miles). 

C027-b: L027-b would construct a road (34,850 ft2) leading from the sensor building on the top 
of the hill at Site 12A to the Persistent Threat Detection System Site. 

8.2 Potential Impacts 
Specific discussions of impacts to threatened or endangered species and species of concern and 
wildlife are not provided. All proposed transportation activities would occur in previously 
disturbed areas, where frequent human traffic discourages the presence of wildlife and TES 
species. There are no proposed activities in this category with unique impacts to these resources 
and no mitigation is required for impacts to these resources. The discussion of these resources 
provided in the body of the FPEIS adequately describes the potential for impacts to these 
resources from implementation of proposed transportation activities. 

8.2.1 Air Quality 
There would be minor temporary emissions from construction equipment and potential for 
fugitive dust during construction of transportation activities. YPG would encourage use of 
BMPs during construction to reduce or eliminate fugitive dust emissions. In areas with 
disturbed and unstable highly erodible soils, BMPs would also be applied when practicable 
during military operations. BMPs that could be implemented include the following: 

• Application of Dust Suppressants. Where appropriate, dust suppressants or liquid surfactants 
would be applied to areas where dust could be disturbed by construction or traffic. 

• Sprinkling/Irrigation. Sprinkling the ground surface with water until it is moist can be used to 
control dust on haul roads and other traffic routes. This practice can be applied to almost 
any site. When suppression methods involving water are used, care would be exercised to 
minimize over-watering that could cause the transport of mud onto adjoining roadways, 
which ultimately could increase the dust problem. Mechanical removal of mud from tires 
would be implemented if necessary. 

• Vegetative Cover. In areas not expected to accommodate vehicle traffic, vegetative 
stabilization of disturbed soil is often desirable. Vegetation provides coverage to surface 
soils and decreases wind velocity at the ground surface, thus reducing the potential for dust 
to become airborne. 

• Mulch. Mulching can be a quick and effective means of dust control for recently disturbed 
areas. 

Two transportation activities (L002, L011-a) are within the portion of the Laguna Region that 
has been designated a non-attainment area for PM. These two projects were included in the 
emissions analysis to support the RONA for General Conformity developed for projects in the 
non-attainment area. The RONA analysis determined that the two transportation activities, 
when combined with six small construction activities analyzed in the RONA, eight small 
construction activities analyzed programmatically in the FPEIS, one large construction project, a 
new vehicle test course, an expanded LTA, and a new DZ, would not have a significant effect 
on air quality in the non-attainment area.  



APPENDIX C—DETAILED PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

 C-79 

The remaining transportation activities that are outside the designated non-attainment area 
would have disturbance- and emission-generating potential comparable to the range of 
emissions associated with the transportation activities analyzed in detail for the RONA. No one 
of the proposed small construction activities would have more than minor, temporary adverse 
impacts to air quality.  

8.2.2 Energy/Utilities 
Proposed activity L002 is the only proposed transportation activity that would result in impacts 
to utilities. It would be necessary to relocate utility lines to accommodate the extension of 
Runway 18/36 at LAAF and the realignment of Barranca Road. Approximately 12,500 ft2 of 
existing utilities would be relocated. This would be a minor temporary impact on utilities on 
YPG.  

The remaining proposed transportation activities would not affect nearby utilities, and there 
would be no additional utility impacts from proposed transportation activities.  

8.2.3 Fire Management 
Construction activities would create temporary potential ignition sources that could lead to 
wildfires. Fires that start in construction areas would be suppressed, and the potential for 
spread beyond the immediate area would be very low. The potential for ignition sources during 
construction would be temporary, and no long-term negative impacts to fire management 
would result from implementing the transportation activities.  

Proposed activity L025-a would construct improvements to the Aberdeen Road crossing at 
Castle Dome Wash to improve access to the Kofa cantonment and Firing Front Road, which 
would improve the ability to respond to fires in these areas.  

Proposed activity L025-b would implement improvements and maintenance along 31.5 miles of 
range roads, which would be a long-term benefit to fire management as these road 
improvements would improve down-range access for response to wildfire in areas where safety 
constraints associated with UXO do not preclude control efforts. 

Wildfires that ignite on YPG have the potential to spread beyond the installation boundaries 
onto adjoining lands. Similarly, fires that begin on adjoining lands could spread onto YPG. YPG 
has developed an MOU with the USFWS and BLM that establishes guidance for cooperation 
and collaboration on wildland fire issues on YPG and the surrounding Federal lands. The MOU 
recognizes a common goal among the signatories to minimize the impacts of wildland fire on 
the desert landscape and establishes fire suppression and safety protocols for cooperative 
efforts to suppress desert wildfires. YPG would continue to cooperate with other Federal 
agencies per the MOU to combat wildfires in the region. 

8.2.4 Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste 
All proposed activities that would create or improve transportation infrastructure would have 
potential for impacts from hazardous materials. No more than minor adverse impacts to 
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes would be expected from construction of 
transportation activities. Construction of cleared central areas and access would have the 
potential for stormwater runoff to transport minor quantities of hazardous materials should a 
spill occur. Standard construction BMPs, discussed in the FPEIS, and procedures in the activity-
specific SWPPPs consistent with the Installation SPCCP and ISCP, would be implemented to 
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minimize the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials to the environment and 
subsequent offsite transport.  

There would be potential for minor spills of POLs from operation of vehicles on new or 
improved roadways. Should a spill occur, the Installation SPCCP and ISCP would be 
implemented to minimize the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials to the 
environment and subsequent offsite transport. 

Proposed activity L025-b would provide indirect benefits to hazardous materials. This project 
would improve 31.5 miles of range roads, which would improve operating conditions for 
vehicles and equipment using these roads and reduce the potential for accidents and associated 
releases of POLs.  

8.2.5 Land Use 
Land use impacts from proposed transportation activities would be minor and separated in 
time and space. Impacts of specific projects are discussed below.  

L002 would construct an extension of Runway 18/36 at LAAF and realign Barranca Road to 
accommodate the runway extension. Approximately 6.25 ac of land would be impacted by the 
work, with much of this land converted from desert scrub vegetation to managed 
airfield/roadway and associated support grounds. These areas would be precluded from other 
land uses.  

C027-b would construct a new road from the sensor building on the top of the hill at Site 12A to 
the Persistent Threat Detection System Site. Approximately 0.8 ac of land would be converted 
from desert scrub to roadway and precluded from other land uses. 

L011-a would construct a new tracked vehicle trail at YTC that would convert approximately 
1.05 ac of open land to a transportation use. This land would be precluded from other land uses. 

L008-a, L012-d, and L023-a would construct new ACPs at CDH, MAA, and the Kofa 
cantonment. These projects would have minor impacts on land use because they would be 
within and immediately adjacent to existing transportation infrastructure. There would be 
minor permanent encroachment onto lands outside the existing transportation corridor that 
would preclude using these areas for other land uses.  

L025-a would construct an improved crossing of Castle Dome Wash on Aberdeen Road to 
improve access to the Kofa cantonment and KFR during and following major precipitation 
events. No impacts to land use would be expected as no permanent impacts outside the existing 
transportation corridor would result. 

L025-b would implement range road improvements along 31.5 miles of existing roads. This 
project would have no impact to land use as the work would be confined to the existing 
transportation corridor. 

8.2.6 Noise 
Noise impacts associated with proposed transportation activities would be limited to temporary 
impacts from construction activities. None of the proposed transportation activities would 
introduce new operational noise to an area. Construction-related noise would be spread over 
several years as separate transportation activities are implemented. Transportation activities 
also would be spread spatially across YPG. Construction noise resulting from implementing 
transportation activities would not be expected to affect off-post sensitive receptors. 
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Construction workers would be required to wear appropriate hearing protection, and YPG 
employees would be instructed on proper safety procedures in and around construction sites. 

8.2.7 Safety 
Construction of proposed transportation activities would create short-term increased safety 
risks to workers. During construction, workers would have the potential for accidents as a 
result of routine job exposure to heavy equipment and construction debris. Construction 
workers also would be exposed to elevated noise levels from heavy equipment and construction 
activities. Potential safety issues related to construction noise are further discussed in Section 
3.11 of the FPEIS. Workers would use appropriate protection and comply with appropriate 
safety standards. Any potential safety impacts from construction would be minor. 

Construction-related traffic and traffic disruptions from certain proposed transportation 
activities (L008-a, L012-d, L023-a, L025-a, L025-b) could result in minor short-term increases in 
traffic-safety risk. Appropriate traffic controls, including detours or flaggers, would be 
implemented as required to minimize the potential for safety risks. Any impacts would be 
minor. 

Construction of proposed transportation activity L002 would require that construction workers 
access LAAF and work in the clear zones of LAAF. Work would be coordinated with Flight 
Operations to minimize safety risks associated with work on and adjacent to an active airfield.  

Construction of proposed transportation activities L025-b and C025-b would require that 
construction workers access restricted portions of the Cibola and Kofa Regions. All movement 
to and from these sites would be coordinated through Range Control to avoid conflicts with 
munitions testing. Helicopters would be used to evacuate injured workers should immediate 
care be required. Because of the coordination with Range Control and the availability of 
helicopter evacuation, no adverse safety impacts would be expected from implementing 
transportation activities in these remote restricted areas in the Cibola and Kofa Regions. 

8.2.8 Soils 
Proposed transportation activities would involve soil disturbance during site preparation and 
during construction activities. Soils on YPG are of two broad types: highly erodible and not 
highly erodible. The FPEIS (Section 3.15.2.3) provides an adequate analysis of impacts to soils 
that are not highly erodible and this analysis focuses on potential impacts to highly erodible 
soils as a result of proposed transportation activities. There are four highly erodible soils 
complexes on YPG, as discussed in the FPEIS.  

Proposed transportation activity L012 would not impact highly erodible soils because no highly 
erodible soils occur in the proposed construction area for this activity. All other proposed 
transportation activities would have the potential to impact highly erodible soils. 

Where soils that are susceptible to wind erosion are disturbed, there would be potential to 
create dust and contribute to PM10 that could affect air quality. Potential air quality impacts 
were discussed in Section 8.2.1.  

Highly erodible soils occurring within transportation activity areas are more susceptible to 
erosion when disturbed. Impacts to highly erodible soils would mainly occur during 
construction of proposed transportation activities. During construction, appropriate BMPs, as 
discussed in Section 3.2.5 for small construction activities, would be used to stabilize disturbed 
soils and would minimize the potential for soil erosion impacts from stormwater runoff and 
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wind erosion. Construction BMPs would comply with the 2005 Arizona Department of 
Transportation Erosion and Pollution Control Manual. 

Proposed transportation activity L002-a, which would expand the LAAF runway and realign 
Barranca Road, would exceed 5 ac, so an Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
construction stormwater permit through the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
would be required. A Construction SWPPP would be developed and implemented to stabilize 
disturbed soils and minimize the potential for indirect impacts to water resources. 

Proposed transportation activities L011-a and L025-a would result in disturbance to more than 1 
ac, but less than 5 ac, of soils and the remaining proposed transportation activities would 
disturb less than 1 ac. Each of these activities would require an Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality construction general stormwater permit for stormwater discharges from 
construction activities. Because these activities would disturb less than 5 ac and would be more 
than 0.25 mile from impaired or outstanding Arizona waters, they may qualify for waiver 
options if they have an erosivity value of less than 5, as calculated by the Arizona Smart Notice 
of Intent System. Proposed transportation activities that meet the waiver requirements would 
be required to comply with the conditions of the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System permit. Regardless of size or proximity to impaired or outstanding Arizona waters, 
proposed transportation activities would include implementation of construction BMPs. If a 
construction general stormwater permit is required, standard construction BMPs would be 
coupled with implementation of a Construction SWPPP to stabilize disturbed soils and 
minimize the potential for indirect impacts to water resources.  

Once construction is complete, no long-term indirect impacts to soils from scour as a result of 
stormwater runoff would be expected. The improvements to range roads that would be 
implemented under proposed transportation activity L025-b would improve roadway drainage 
and eliminate concentrated runoff that damages downslope soils at present. This activity would 
have long-term minor benefits to soils by eliminating sources of indirect impacts to soils. 
Proposed construction activities would be spread out through time and space. With the use of 
appropriate site-specific construction BMPs, impacts to highly erodible soils would likely be 
minor. 

8.2.9 Traffic/Transportation 
Transportation activities would result in minor, short-term impacts to traffic flow on YPG 
during construction. Proposed activities L008-a (CDH ACP improvements) and L023-a (Kofa 
ACP improvements) would not be expected to cause delays on US 95 due to the distance from 
the public road, although traffic would likely back up on the YPG roads to these ACPs. 
Proposed activities L012-d (improve ACP at MAA) and L025-a (flood improvements on 
Aberdeen Road) could create delays during construction that would cause traffic entering YPG 
to back up on Imperial Dam Road (L012-d) and US 95 (L025-A) due to delays in processing 
entrants through the security checkpoints. Any such delays would be expected to be minor. It 
would be possible to route incoming traffic at the MAA to another ACP, if necessary to 
minimize back-ups on Imperial Dam Road.  

None of the other proposed transportation activities would have the potential to affect traffic 
outside of YPG boundaries. It may be necessary to establish temporary detours within YPG to 
minimize impacts during portions of specific construction activities, but any internal traffic 
impacts during construction would be expected to be minor. 
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Implementation of the proposed transportation activities would be expected to have long-term 
benefits to traffic on YPG as a result of improved ACPs, uninterrupted access to the Kofa 
Region during typical flood events, and separation of tracked vehicle movement from roadways 
in YTC.  

8.2.10 Vegetation 
The potential for proposed transportation activities to affect vegetation through changes in 
wildfire frequency or intensity was discussed in Section 8.2.3 and is not further discussed here.  

Proposed activity L025-b would implement improvements along existing roads in the Laguna 
and Kofa Regions. Because the individual improvements would be very small and would be 
implemented along existing roads, any impacts to vegetation would be negligible to minor. 

Proposed transportation activity L002 would disturb 2.75 ac to construct an extension of 
Runway 18/36 at LAAF. An additional 3.37 ac would be disturbed to realign Barranca Road to 
accommodate the runway extension. A portion of this 6.12 ac is already disturbed by Barranca 
Road and a cleared area at the end of the runway. There would be permanent loss of desert 
scrub vegetation in the areas that are not disturbed. This loss of vegetation would be minor 
when compared to the total amount of this vegetation occurring on YPG. During construction, 
appropriate BMPs would be used to stabilize disturbed soils, which would minimize the 
potential for indirect impacts to vegetation as a result of scour from stormwater runoff. There 
would be a slight increase in impervious area from the runway extension, but stormwater flow 
from the extended runway would be handled through the LAAF stormwater management 
system, which would be expanded to encompass the new runway area. There would be no 
appreciable change in the impervious area of Barranca Road. No indirect impacts to vegetation 
from scour associated with stormwater runoff would be expected during operations.  

Proposed transportation activities L008-a, L012-d, and L023-a would construct or improve 
ACPs. Because these would build on existing transportation infrastructure, most of the land that 
would be disturbed is already paved or landscaped. The greatest impacts to vegetation would 
be for proposed activity L008 at CDH, where there is no existing ACP and up to 0.45 ac of 
vegetation would be lost. The loss of native desert scrub vegetation from these three proposed 
activities would be less than 1 ac and the impacts would be minor. During construction, 
appropriate BMPs would be used to stabilize disturbed soils, which would minimize the 
potential for indirect impacts to vegetation as a result of scour from stormwater runoff. There 
would be no appreciable change in impervious area from these three projects. No indirect 
impacts to vegetation from scour associated with stormwater runoff would be expected during 
operations.  

Construction of a new tracked vehicle trail in YTC (L011-a) would not create any new 
impervious area, as the trail would not be paved. Approximately 1.1 ac of desert scrub 
vegetation would be removed to create the trail. Because of the relatively small area of 
vegetation lost compared to the total area of desert scrub vegetation on YPG, any impacts 
would be minor. During construction, appropriate BMPs would be used to stabilize disturbed 
soils, which would minimize the potential for indirect impacts to vegetation as a result of scour 
from stormwater runoff.  

Proposed activity C027-b would remove approximately 0.8 ac of desert scrub vegetation to 
create a new unpaved road. Because of the relatively small area of vegetation lost compared to 
the total area of desert scrub vegetation on YPG, any impacts would be minor. No new 
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impervious area would be created and no indirect impacts to desert vegetation from scour 
associated with stormwater runoff would be expected. During construction, appropriate BMPs 
would be used to stabilize disturbed soils, which would minimize the potential for indirect 
impacts to vegetation as a result of scour from stormwater runoff.  

Proposed flood upgrades at Aberdeen Road (L025-a) could result in clearing of native 
vegetation to upgrade the existing concrete low water crossing. Any clearing associated with 
the improved crossing would be minor as much of the area already is impervious due to the 
low water crossing. If a temporary crossing is needed to maintain traffic flow during 
construction of the upgrades, there would be long-term impacts to vegetation from clearing for 
the temporary crossing. During construction, appropriate BMPs would be used to stabilize 
disturbed soils, which would minimize the potential for indirect impacts to vegetation as a 
result of scour from stormwater runoff. These long-term impacts would be minor because the 
amount of vegetation that would be disturbed would be much less than 1 percent of the area of 
YPG.  

Clearing to prepare for construction of transportation activities could be beneficial to 
vegetation. If a site is dominated by exotic invasive vegetation, such as by saltcedar (Tamarix 
spp. and hybrids) at the low water crossing of Aberdeen Road, clearing would remove the 
exotic vegetation and would be a minor benefit to desert vegetation.  

8.2.11 Visual Resources 
Transportation activities would have temporary visual impacts during construction. Once 
construction is complete, the new or modified transportation infrastructure would blend with 
the previously existing transportation infrastructure in the area.  

Proposed activity L002-a would result in the greatest change to existing transportation 
infrastructure by extending a runway at LAAF and realigning Barranca Road. However, these 
changes would be inside the installation boundary and not generally visible from outside the 
installation. During realignment of Barranca Road, alternate routes would be available to YPG 
personnel if temporary road closures are necessary. 

Proposed activities that would improve ACPs (L008a, L012-d, and L023-a) would generally 
result in improved visual character as the new ACPs would blend with the general architectural 
pattern and would be less cluttered than current ACPs.  

Proposed activity L011-a would be confined within a cantonment area and would not be visible 
to outside viewers. The finished tracked vehicle trail would be consistent with the military use 
of the area for testing and maintenance and would not constitute a visual impact. 

Proposed activity L025-a would construct improvements to the Aberdeen Road crossing at 
Castle Dome Wash to improve access to the Kofa cantonment and KFR during and following 
precipitation events. No long-term visual impacts to this area would be expected and the 
improved crossing would be visually consistent with Aberdeen Road. 

Proposed activity L025-b, which consists of implementing improvements and maintenance 
along 31.5 miles of range roads, would have no visual impacts after construction is complete as 
there would be no changes to road alignments and no new roads created. 

Proposed activity C027-b is the only transportation activity that would create a new section of 
road. However, the road would connect to existing test areas in a remote part of YPG and 
would not be visible to public viewers.  
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8.2.12 Water Resources 
Construction activities to implement proposed transportation activities would have the 
potential for indirect impacts to water resources as a result of stormwater runoff transporting 
minor quantities of sediment or vehicle fluids to receiving waters. Standard construction BMPs, 
as discussed in the FPEIS, would be implemented to minimize the potential for transport of 
materials to the offsite surface waters.  

Any increase in impervious area as a result of implementing transportation activities would be 
minimal. Most activities would be implemented in areas where the existing transportation 
infrastructure already is impervious. Proposed activities L011-a and C027-b would create a new 
tracked vehicle trail and a new range road, but these roads would be unpaved and would not 
increase impervious area.  

There would be minor short-term impacts to Castle Dome Wash from implementation of 
proposed activity L025-a. This activity would require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality 
certification from the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. YPG would obtain these 
authorizations once the design is complete prior to construction. YPG and its construction 
contractor would be required to comply with all conditions of the Section 404 permit and 
Section 401 Water Quality certification, including implementation of any mitigation that may be 
specified as a condition of the authorization. This activity would replace or improve the existing 
concrete low water crossing of Castle Dome Wash between US 95 and the Kofa cantonment. A 
portion of Castle Dome Wash would be disturbed during construction, resulting in short-term 
impacts, if a temporary crossing is required to maintain traffic flow. Aberdeen Road is the main 
access route for the Kofa cantonment and the KFR, and the road must remain passable during 
construction. Impacts from a temporary crossing would be localized and would end once 
construction was complete. Long-term impacts could result from construction of improvements 
to the low water crossing. It is possible that a small portion of the wash would be lost or 
converted to artificial substrate as a result of the improvements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX C—DETAILED PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

C-86 

 

This page intentionally left blank.



 

 

Appendix D 
Quick Look Answers  



D-1: Air Quality Quick Look Questions (Section 3.2) 
1. Is the installation located completely, or partially, in a designated nonattainment area 
or maintenance area relative to compliance with national ambient air quality standards 
NAAQS? 
Yes.  Section 3.2 
A portion of Yuma County is currently in nonattainment (moderate) for the 24-hour NAAQS for 
PM10. This nonattainment area includes the southwestern corner of Laguna. Data indicate that 
the entire county has moved into attainment with the 24-hour PM10 standard; however, USEPA 
has not approved the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) Yuma County 
PM10 Maintenance Plan and this area remains classified as nonattainment. 

The proposed activities would be implemented in Yuma County. With the exception of 10 
proposed activities in the southwestern corner of the Laguna Region, all of the proposed 
activities would be implemented in an attainment area for all criteria pollutants. The 10 proposed 
activities in the southwestern corner of the Laguna Region would be implemented in the Yuma 
County moderate PM10 nonattainment area. The area is currently in attainment for the other 
criteria pollutants. 

A signed Record of Non-Applicability certifying that “All activities associated with the Proposed 
Action in the nonattainment area would be below the conformity threshold value for PM10” has 
been prepared for the 10 proposed activities that would be implemented in the PM10 
nonattainment area.  

 
2. Will the Proposed Action emit a criteria pollutant and/or hazardous air pollutants 
during its construction and/or operational phase? 
Yes. Sections 3.2 and 3.9 
The proposed activities would cause minor, short-term adverse impacts on air quality due to 
construction. These impacts would not be expected to occur past the construction phase. All 
construction emissions would likely be local, limited to the duration of the construction, and 
would not have a lasting impact on ambient air quality. During construction, air quality impacts 
could occur from dust carried offsite and combustion emissions from construction equipment.  
 
The 10 proposed activities in the PM10 nonattainment area would be below the conformity 
threshold value for PM10 during both the construction and operating phases. 
YPG would require use of BMPs during construction to reduce or eliminate fugitive dust 
emissions. 
 
2a. Will such emissions exceed “de minimus” standards, as designated in federal or 
state air quality regulations? 
No. Section 3.2 
 
Construction emissions would be short term and are not expected to cause a violation of any 
applicable NAAQS. Minor permanent sources of air emissions would be created by the 
proposed activities, including building heating units and water heaters; however, these small 
sources would result in no more than a “de minimis” impact on air quality 
 
 



3. Are there any sensitive receptors of air pollutant effects associated with the 
installation (examples of such receptors include forests, agricultural crops, threatened or 
endangered plant or animal species, and human beings with breathing difficulties or 
other respiratory illnesses)? 
No.  Construction, generator emissions would be localized and away from residential and 
natural areas; while, mobile sources of emissions would be minor compared to the area vehicle 
emissions burdens in each air quality region. 
 
4. Are there wide variations in the monthly and/or seasonal patterns of atmospheric 
dispersion conditions at the installation? 
Yes. Section 3.2 
During the morning hours, temperature inversions occur at YPG due to topography that 
contributes to poor air quality. In the summer, wildfires can cause smoky periods that affect both 
visibility and air quality. 
 
5. Within the last 5 years, has the installation been subject to Notices of Violations 
(NOVs) or fines relative to Clean Air Act requirements? 
No. Section 3.2 
 
6. Are there any concerns that federal and state source-oriented permits may not be up 
to date, and are there any specified conditions not being met? 
No. Section 3.2 
YPG is classified as a major source of air contaminants and is required to obtain a Title V 
permit. Currently, YPG operates under ADEQ Title V permit # 43492, dated June 17, 2010. The 
permit will expire on June 17, 2015. YPG is required to certify compliance with each term or 
condition of the Title V permit semiannually and to report air emissions annually to ADEQ. 
 
7. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. The Proposed Action has demonstrated general conformity and would not contribute to a 
violation of NAAQS.   



D-2: Airspace Management Quick Look Questions (Section 3.3) 
1. Are existing airspace designations (e.g., SUAs, MOAs, MTRs, etc.) previously 
established for the installation currently subject to overutilization? 
No, there are no current problems with over-utilization of designated airspace areas. 
 
2. Are there concerns with overcrowding of regional airspace or additional restrictions 
on existing air corridors? 
No, concerns over airspace overcrowding have not been expressed during public scoping 
meetings. 
Section Appendix A - public scoping portion. 
 
3. Are there non-military uses of the current airspace, and are conflicts being articulated? 
Yes. Private and commercial flights may obtain permission to use the airspace when it is not in 
use for military purposes.  However, no conflicts are being articulated.  
Sections 2.1.1.4 and 3.3.  
 
4. Will the Proposed Action cause a more than marginal increased use of existing 
airspace? 
No.  Section 3.3 
 
5. Are future actions by non-military and other military entities expected, and would they 
cause impacts on airspace resources? 
No.  Section 3.3 
 
6. Will the Proposed Action require new airspace designations or expansions in existing 
restricted airspace? 
No. None of the alternatives under consideration would alter the structure of airspace compared 
to the No Action alternative.  
Section 3.3 
 
Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. No significant cumulative impacts would be expected. 
 
  



D-3: Cultural Resources Quick Look Questions (Section 3.4) 
1. Is there an inventory of historic buildings? 
Yes. Sections 3.4.1 and 3.4.3.2. YPG ICRMP.   
 
1a. Are the buildings 50 years of age or older? 
This question is not answered in the text, but it is not necessary. There are no NRHP-eligible 
structures on YPG. 
 
1b. Is the building eligible to be on the National Register? 
No. Section 3.4.3.2. There are no NRHP-eligible structures on YPG. 
 
1c. Is the building included in a Programmatic Agreement, Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA), or Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that would govern work items (repair, 
replace, modernize, demolish) in the building? 
Not Applicable 
 
1d. Is the building a contributing resource in a National Register-eligible or listed Historic 
District or Cultural Landscape? 
Not Applicable  
 
1e. Is the building a National Historic Landmark or located in a National Historic 
Landmark District? 
Not Applicable  
 
1f. Is the building located near or in the viewshed of a National Register-eligible or listed 
Historic Property, Historic District, Cultural Landscape, or archeological site? 
Not Applicable 
 
1g. Is the building located on or near a National Register-eligible or listed archeological 
site? 
Not Applicable 
 
1h. Is the building located in or near a National Historic Preservation Act-eligible Native 
American traditional cultural property site, sacred site (American Indian Religious 
Freedom Act), or Native American burial area? 
Not Applicable 
 
2. Has the area been surveyed for cultural resources? 
Yes. Portions of the Proposed Action locations have been surveyed for buildings, archaeology 
and TCPs. For activities that would be located outside of previously surveyed areas, YPG would 
assess the potential for impacts to significant cultural resources prior to implementation of the 
activity in accordance with the evaluation procedures specified in the ICRMP. 
Sections 3.4.3.2. and 3.4.3.3. 
 
3. Are prehistoric sites present? 
Yes. Section 3.4.3.1. Surveys have identified 1,924 archaeological sites at YPG (historic and 
prehistoric). 



 
3a. Have these sites been evaluated for National Register eligibility?  
Some have been evaluated. Based on cultural resource surveys conducted to date, several 
historic districts and thematically related parts of YPG have been identified. These locations 
contain sites that are potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. Section 3.4.1. 
 
3b. Are any sites eligible for listing on the National Register? 
Some. Locations with sites that are potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP include:  
• White Tanks Management Area in the northern part of East Arm, which consists of 46 

archaeological sites within a 2,069-ac area.  

• Camp Laguna, which consists of the remains of General Patton’s IV Armored camp along 
Laguna Road west of US 95. 

• Direct Fire Range near the Muggins Mountains, which consists of 54 sites in 5 distinct 
locations within a 5,652-ac area.  

• Ammunition Storage, Handling, and Testing Facilities, which consist of 20 sites in 4 distinct 
patterns within a 2,223-ac area. 

• Extended Combat Systems Maneuver Area, which consists of 161 sites within a 9,902-ac 
area in the south-central portion of YPG. 

• Red Bluff Range Combat Systems Maneuver Area, which consists of 96 sites within a 
5,434-ac area in the south-central portion of YPG. 

Other areas could contain potentially eligible sites associated with the Mojave Tanks, Mojave 
Wash, and Yuma Wash. 

Section 3.4.3.3.  
 
3c. Are the sites contributing resources to an eligible or listed District or Cultural 
Landscape? 
Some. See question #3b above. Section 3.4.3.3. 
 
4. Is the project located in or near a Native American cemetery, traditional cultural 
property, or sacred site? 
Yes. White Tanks is considered a TCP by affiliated Native American tribes and it is likely that 
other notable site complexes (such as Mohave Tanks) or prominent physiographic landmarks 
(such as Castle Dome) would be considered TCPs. To date, no ethnographic studies for the 
identification, distribution, and density of TCPs have been undertaken on YPG. 
Section 3.4.3.3.  
 
5. Has the area of the proposed project been surveyed for archeological resources? 
Not all areas. Section 3.4.3.3. As of 2014, surveys have been conducted on approximately 
174,098 acres, which represent approximately 21 percent of the YPG area.  For activities that 
would be located outside of previously surveyed areas, YPG would assess the potential for 
impacts to significant cultural resources prior to implementation of the activity in accordance 
with the evaluation procedures specified in the ICRMP. 
 
5a. Are there prehistoric or historic sites present in the area? 



Yes. Surveys have identified 1,909 archaeological sites at YPG. Most of the identified sites 
occur on terraces and ridges, followed by sites at water sources and within wash areas.  
Section 3.4.3.3. 
 
5b. Have the sites been studied/evaluated? 
Some. Section 3.4.3.3.  
 
5c. Is the site 50 years of age or older? 
Yes. The sites are associated with prehistoric use. Section 3.4.3.3.  
 
5d. Is the site on or eligible for listing on the or on the National Register? 
Some. See question #3b above. Section 3.4.3.3. 
 
5e. Is the site associated with a significant event? 
The text does not go into this level of detail and it is not necessary based on the location of the 
components of the Proposed Action.  
 
5f. Is the site a contributing resource in a National Register-eligible or listed Historic 
District or Cultural Landscape? 
Some. See question #3b above. Section 3.4.3.3.  
 
6. Is the site located in or near a Native American cemetery, traditional cultural property, 
or sacred site? 
 
Certain activities may occur near sacred or traditional Native American sites. None would occur 
in them. Section 3.4.3.3.   
 
6a. Is there an MOA in place that applies to the proposed project area? 
This question is not answered in the text. However, an MOA for archaeology is identified in the 
ICRMP.  Impacts to areas with known cultural resources would not occur under the Proposed 
Action. 
 
7. Has the installation identified all federally recognized Indian tribes that are culturally 
affiliated with the area? 
 
Yes. Tribal representatives have been contacted as part of the outreach for preparation of the 
PEIS, this is addressed in Section 7.0 and also is addressed in the ICRMP.   
 
8. Has the area of the Proposed Action been surveyed for funerary objects, sacred sites, 
or objects of cultural patrimony (objects of ongoing historical, traditional, or cultural 
importance central to the Native American tribal organization)? 
Some areas have been surveyed. Section 3.4.3.3. The text does not identify whether any 
identified sites are sacred or not. There is at least one identified TCP and it is assumed there 
are others. 
Some areas where proposed activities would occur have been surveyed.  Activities that would 
occur in areas where surveys have not been conducted would be subject to site-specific NEPA 
evaluation and analysis tiered from this PEIS.  As part of developing the site-specific NEPA 
analysis, appropriate surveys, consultation, and mitigation would be implemented prior to 
undertaking such an activity.   



 
8a. Are the resources mentioned above present in the area of the Proposed Action? 
Yes. Section 3.4.3.3 covers TCPs.  
 
8b. Have the resources been studied and summaries of these collections prepared? 
Some have been studied, yes, but these previous studies and collections are not mentioned in 
the text.  
Some areas where activities would occur have been surveyed and resources in those areas 
have been studied and described.  Activities that would occur in areas where surveys have not 
been conducted would be subject to site-specific NEPA evaluation and analysis tiered from this 
PEIS.  As part of developing the site-specific NEPA analysis, appropriate surveys, consultation, 
and mitigation would be implemented prior to undertaking such an activity.  Any resources 
discovered would be studied and summarized.  
 
8c. Have these summaries been provided to lineal descendants and culturally affiliated 
Native American tribal organizations that may wish to request repatriation of such 
objects 
Yes, as appropriate.   
 
8d. Will the resources that are found within area of potential effect (APE) require 
consultation with Native American tribes? 
Possibly. Section 3.4.2 refers to the NHPA Section 106 consultation with the tribes, Arizona 
SHPO, and Advisory Council of Historic Preservation to develop a Programmatic Agreement 
(PA). The PA will allow YPG to fulfill its mission while respecting historic properties and other 
cultural resources significant to the tribes. A copy of the PA, signed on November 17, 2014, is 
provided in Appendix F and copies of correspondence with the SHPO, ACHP, and tribal 
governments are provided in Appendix A. 
Activities that would occur in areas where surveys have not been conducted would be subject to 
site-specific NEPA analysis tiered from this PEIS.  As part of developing the site-specific NEPA 
analysis, appropriate surveys, consultation, and mitigation would be implemented prior to 
undertaking such an activity.  If resources that warrant tribal consultation are discovered in this 
process, appropriate tribal consultation would occur. 
 
9. Is it likely that unevaluated resources will be found in the area of Proposed Action? 
Yes. However, activities that would be implemented under the Proposed Action in areas that 
have not yet been evaluated for cultural resources would not be implemented without additional 
evaluation of the proposed locations. 
Section 3.4.7.  
 
10. Are activities (construction, maintenance, or use of the range) conducted as part of 
the Proposed Action likely to have an adverse effect on the integrity of the resource? 
No adverse impacts are expected. However, because not all areas have been surveyed, there 
would be a potential to cause an impact if a survey revealed a resource and relocation of the 
project in question was not possible. 
 
11. Will the Proposed Action have the likelihood of altering Native American access to 
any identified sacred sites? 
No. No activities are proposed in areas that would cause disruption to access to identified 
sacred sites.   



 
12. Is the project located in or near an Alaska Native burial ground, traditional cultural 
property, or sacred site? 
No.  
 
13. Would the Proposed Action result in significant impact to any cultural resources? 
No adverse impacts are expected. However, because not all areas have been surveyed, there 
would be a potential to cause an impact if a survey revealed a resource and relocation of the 
project in question was not possible. Section 3.4.7.  
 
14. Does the Proposed Action affect any cultural resources that have not been evaluated 
for National Register eligibility? 
No. See question #13. Section 3.4.7.  
 
14a. If YES, do those cultural resources warrant an evaluation, possibly including 
consultation with other parties? 
Not Applicable.  
 
15. Are any resources covered by previously existing resource Programmatic 
Agreements or MOAs? 
The proposed activities would not affect any known resources covered by a previously existing 
PA or MOA.  
 
16. Are there other potential impacts to cultural resources that individually or collectively 
could result in significant cumulative effects? 
Activities that would occur in areas that have been previously surveyed would not affect cultural 
resources and would have no potential for cumulative impacts.  The inadvertent discovery policy 
is referenced for appropriate situations, should they arise, and would be implemented should an 
inadvertent discovery be made. 
Activities that would occur in areas where cultural resources surveys have not been conducted 
would be subject to site-specific NEPA analysis tiered from this PEIS that would address 
potential cumulative impacts.   
As part of developing the site-specific NEPA analysis, appropriate surveys, consultation, and 
mitigation would be implemented prior to undertaking such an activity.  
 
  



D-4: Energy Quick Look Questions (Section 3.5) 
1. Will the Proposed Action result in more than a marginal increase in demand for 
regional energy and utility resources? 
No. Because much of the proposed new construction would provide new services rather than 
replacement, a net increase in energy demand would be expected.  However, because of the 
efficient design requirements, the impact on regional utility use would be minor to moderate and 
within the capacity of the existing infrastructure.  
Section 3.5 
 
2. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. There are ten reasonably foreseeable projects analyzed for cumulative effect that relate to 
energy and communications. These projects include development of renewable energy sources 
in the southern part of Kofa through use of an EUL with private business, a 100-megawatt solar-
powered electrical generation facility approximately 10 miles north of Quartzite, Arizona in La 
Paz County, five proposed solar projects on BLM lands within 10 miles of YPG, construction of 
a 500 kV transmission line in 2014 by Arizona Public Service, construction of an East Kofa 
Operations Center (size and location of the project are unknown at this time), and construction 
of communication towers at various locations along the U.S. and Mexico border.  
 
  



D-5: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice Quick Look 
Questions (Sections 3.6 and 3.14) 
1. Has the local region of influence (ROI) undergone any major changes in economic 
activity or population in the last 10 years? 
Yes. The Yuma metropolitan area was the third fastest growing metropolitan area in the country 
between 1990 and 2000. 
Section 3.14 
 
1a. Will the Proposed Action contribute to this ongoing trend? 
No, YPG is located in an undeveloped portion of Yuma and La Paz counties; there are limited 
permanent residential areas in proximity to YPG. Martinez Lake, Arizona has a small permanent 
population. Senator’s Wash is a reservoir that is primarily used a recreation area. In addition 
there are transient campgrounds, RV parks and resorts in nearby communities such as 
Quartzite. Land uses adjacent to YPG are primarily undeveloped open space and sparsely 
populated area where the land ownership includes BLM, USFWS, state and private entities, 
including agricultural interests.   
Sections 3.6 and 3.10.1.4, 3.14. 
 
2. Is the community undergoing rapid growth? 
Yes. See question #1.Section 3.14 
 
2a. Is the community seeing reduction in growth? 
No.  Section 3.14 
 
2b. Does the Proposed Action add to that trend or does it reduce (mitigate) that trend? 
No, the Proposed Action does not affect regional growth. 
Section 3.14 
 
3. Are political stresses evident over the use of community lands or services 
infrastructure? 
No.  Sections 3.12 and 3.14, Appendix A  
 
4. Would the Proposed Action result in any significant impacts to any resource areas? 
No.  Sections 3.6 and 3.14 
 
5. Does the Proposed Action have a disproportionate adverse impact on minority 
populations? 
No.  Section 3.6 
 
6. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. No significant socioeconomic impacts are predicted. 
  



D-6: Fire Management Quick Look Questions (Section 3.7) 
1. Would the Proposed Action increase the potential for wildland fire starts? 
Yes. Areas cleared for testing and training would provide conditions favorable to the spread of 
invasive plants which would be more likely to spread wildfire. 
Sections 3.7 and 3.18 
 
2. Does the Proposed Action involve development of new facilities or firing ranges that 
could pose a fire risk? 
Yes. New impact areas would be created, increasing the area exposed to ignition opportunities 
(e.g. live fire). 
Section 3.7 
 
3. Does the Proposed Action increase the level of intensity of military activity in the area? 
Yes. The frequency of testing and number locations used for military activities would increase. 
Section 3.7 and 3.18 
 
4. Does the affected area contain high levels of flammable vegetative “fuels”? 
Yes. While native vegetation of the Sonoran Desert is not well-adapted to wildfire, areas on 
YPG with invasive species present are more susceptible to fire. 
Section 3.7 and 3.18 
 
5. Has fire management been an issue in the past in the area? 
Yes. In early October 2005 a wildfire that originated on YPG burned more than 30,000 ac, 
including 26,000 ac on Kofa.  
Section 3.7 and 3.18 
 
6. Will fire risk be significantly increased? 
No. Fire risk is not anticipated to increase significantly. YPG is continuing to address the spread 
of invasive plants though the INRMP and restoration of disturbed areas though the ITAM. These 
programs should minimize any potential increase in fire risk. 
Section 3.7 and 3.18 
 
7. Has past activity in this area increased fire risk? 
Yes. Disturbances to some areas have contributed to the spread of more combustible invasive 
vegetation. 
Section 3.7 
 
8. Would future development and other activity occur in the area as a result of the 
Proposed Action that would increase the fire risk? 
No. Please see question #6.  
Section 3.7 
 
9. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No.  Section 
 
  



D-7: Geology Quick Look Questions (Section 3.8) 
1. Are activities proposed that would alter existing geological formations?  
No, there are no activities that would alter existing geologic formations. 
Section 3.8 
 
2. Do existing geological conditions constrain construction or mission activities? 
No.  Section 3.8 
 
Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. 
 
  



D-8: Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Wastes Quick Look 
Questions (Section 3.9) 
1. Will the Proposed Action occur on an existing installation? 
Yes. All components of the Proposed Action will occur within the boundaries of YPG. 
Section 3.9 
 
2. Are all aspects of the Proposed Action covered by a Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasure Plans (SPCCP)? 
Yes. A Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan and an Installation Spill 
Contingency Plan cover all hazardous materials used and stored at YPG.  The ISCP and the 
SPCCP provide information on the storage and handling of petroleum-based products, 
hazardous substances, and appropriate response actions in the event of fire, explosion, or 
release of hazardous substances and wastes. The SPCCP includes an inventory of hazardous 
materials, storage and containment requirements (primary and secondary), and monitoring 
information.  
Section 3.9 
 
3. Have project proponents taken steps to eliminate the use and potential release 
of hazardous materials? 
Yes. Overall, environmental programs at YPG use management actions to minimize use of 
hazardous substances and reduce resulting waste streams.  Solid Waste Management Units 
(SWMUs) have been investigated and clean-up removal actions have been conducted.  
Monitoring is conducted and containment has been installed around the open-burn/open 
detonation management unit.  Renovations of residences and other buildings are gradually 
eliminating lead-based paint and asbestos containing materials from buildings at YPG. 
In addition, the Proposed Action contains components that would reduce the risk of release 
including construction of new POL storage facilities or improvements to existing POL storage 
facilities and replacement of portable generators with hard power lines.  
Section 3.9 
 
4. Are there any existing regional concerns related to chemical contamination of 
groundwater or surface water? 
Yes. The area experiences naturally high levels of arsenic in groundwater.   
There are MCOCs associated with testing and SWMUs are present on YPG.  However, 
contamination is localized and contained within YPG boundaries. There are no regional 
concerns. 
Sections 3.9 and 3.20 
 
5. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
Yes. However, the only cumulative effects anticipated are associated with expected yet 
unknown future evolution of testing and training at YPG 
 
 
  



D-9: Land Use Quick Look Questions (Section 3.10) 
1. Is the Real Property Master Plan (RPMP) for the installation more than five to ten years 
old and, if so, is the RPMP subject to current updating/modification efforts. 
A RPMP has not been developed for YPG.  
 
2. Are Land Use Controls utilized within the RPMP?  
NA 
 
3. Is there extensive usage of on-post lands for recreational (e.g. hunting and/or fishing) 
purposes? 
Yes. YPG is closed to the public and outdoor recreational opportunities are limited. Hunting is 
the primary recreational activity on YPG. In coordination with AGFD, five recreational hunting 
areas have been established in portions of YPG where safety constraints were not an issue and 
where hunting would not interfere with the military mission of the installation. 
Section 3.12.1 
 
4. Has a recent (last five to 10 years) Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) been conducted via a 
collaborative effort between the installation and nearby towns and cities? 
No. 
 
5. Is there continuing cooperation and collaboration regarding land usage between the 
installation and local and regional governmental agencies and other stakeholder groups? 
Yes. A draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that would include YPG, Yuma County, the 
Cities of Yuma, San Luis, and Somerton, the Town of Wellton, and MCAS Yuma is under 
consideration to establish coordination among the parties regarding land use consistency with 
military facilities. 
Section 3.10.2 
 
6. Are there any historical or current conflicts between the installation and various 
governmental agencies, and/or stakeholder groups relative to on-post or off-post land 
usage? 
No. Land uses adjacent to YPG are primarily undeveloped open space and sparsely populated 
area where the land ownership includes BLM, USFWS, state and private entities, including 
agricultural interests. 
 
7. Is there any evidence of current or anticipated encroachment or urban sprawl that 
might have implications relative to on-post land usage? 
No. Land uses adjacent to YPG are primarily undeveloped. Rezoning requests for additional 
residential development on the south side of YPG are increasing, but zoning for residential 
development in that area is limited to 1- to 2-ac suburban ranch parcels. 
Section 3.10.1.4. 
 
8. Will the proposed action(s) require on-post land use classification changes that 
exceed plus or minus five percent? 
No. The components of the Proposed Action would occur in areas currently designated for 
those activities. 
Section 3.10.2 
 



9. Will the proposed action(s) require land acquisitions and/or disposal of excess lands? 
No. 
 
10. Is there an existing sustainability program for the installation, and does it address 
sustainability considerations in site selections? 
No. Although sustainability is factored into development and siting of projects, there is not a 
formal sustainability program.  
Range sustainability on YPG is managed through the ITAM program, which is implemented to 
maintain conditions that realistically simulate conditions in other desert regions for operational 
testing and training activities. 
 
11. Does the installation currently have contiguous buffer zones or conservation 
easements? 
No. YPG does not have designated buffer zones.  However, due to its size testing and training 
do not occur near the borders of the post. 
 
 
  



D-10: Noise Effects Quick Look Questions (Section 3.11) 
1. Will the Proposed Action create noise zones (Zones 1, 2, or 3) that will extend off the 
installation? 
No, there would be no changes to the designated noise zones on YPG.   
Section 3.11 
 
2. Does the Proposed Action increase the level or intensity of military activity? 
Yes. The locations where testing and training occur would expand.  However, the frequency of 
testing and training would remain within historical levels and would not increase. 
Section 3.11 
 
3. Does the Proposed Action include the use of noisier equipment (or munitions) than 
that historically used at the proposed site(s)? 
No. The Proposed Action does not specify equipment noisier than what is currently used for 
testing and training.  The locations of use would increase, but the frequency of use would 
remain within historical levels.   
Section 3.11 
 
4. Are there any human populations or populations of sensitive animal species within the 
noise zones? 
No. The noise zones are contained within the YPG boundary. 
Section 3.11 
 
5. Has the adjacent civilian community (nearest the location of the Proposed Action) 
complained about any noise associated with past or ongoing activities? 
Yes. YPG receives complaints about airplane over flight noise. However, all of these issues 
have all been attributable to aircraft operating from MCSA Yuma rather than aircraft from YPG. 
Complaints also have been received regarding operation of UASs within established YPG 
airspace. Because noise from these operations does not exceed the established levels for the 
designated noise contour, YPG has not altered operations in response to these complaints.  
Section 3.11 
 
6. Are there local or regional controversies over noise levels at the installation that would 
indicate the need for a cumulative effects analysis? 
No.  Section 3.11 
 
7. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. Although an increase in testing and training capabilities would occur under the Proposed 
Action, noise levels outside installation boundaries would not likely increase substantially as a 
result. 
 

  



D-11: Recreation Quick Look Questions (Section 3.12) 
1. Are activities proposed that would alter or eliminate recreational opportunities?  
Yes. The Proposed Action includes components that would convert greenspace to xeriscape 
areas, resulting in the loss of greenspace and the creation of a different type of passive 
recreation. 
Section 3.12 
 
2. Would recreational opportunities be substantially reduced as a result of the Proposed 
Action? 
No.  Section 3.12 
 
2. Would access to recreational opportunities be substantially reduced or restricted as a 
result of the Proposed Action? 
No.  Section 3.12 
 
Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. 
 
  



D-12: Safety Quick Look Questions (Section 3.13) 
1. Are activities proposed that would create off-post safety issues?  
No. All components of the Proposed Action would occur within the boundary of YPG 
Section 3.13 
 
2. Would safety risks to YPG personnel or DoD contractors be substantially increased as 
a result of the Proposed Action? 
No. The types of activities conducted at YPG would not change following implementation of the 
proposed action. 
Section 3.13 
 
2. Would new safety procedures need to be developed to address components of the 
Proposed Action? 
No. Existing safety procedures are sufficient. 
Section 3.13 
 
Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. 
 
  



D-13: Soils and Desert Pavement Effects Quick Look Questions 
(Section 3.15) 
1. Does the Proposed Action involve a new range or maneuver area, or does it extend 
beyond the existing boundaries of either? 
Yes. The project involves new and expanded impact areas, operational testing, and training 
areas.  These new areas would be located throughout YPG. 
Section 3.15 
 
2. Are there sensitive downstream land uses, and has sedimentation/pollution been a 
downstream issue in the past? 
No. Downstream land uses are primarily agricultural. Water quality issues in downstream waters 
are not associated with sedimentation. 
Section 3.10 and Section 3.20 
 
3. Will desert pavement be significantly impacted?  
Yes. The locations proposed for new and expanded impact areas, operational testing areas and 
training area contain desert pavement. BMPs would be implemented where practicable and the 
ITAM followed to reduce impacts. 
Section 3.15 
 
4. Would the Proposed Action result in a significant impact to soil resources? 
Yes. Construction activities would result in the permanent covering or compacting of soils. 
Testing and training activities would cause localized disturbances to desert soils. Due to the 
slow recovery of the desert ecosystem, these disturbances would be long term impacts. The 
YPG ITAM program and management programs in the INRMP would be used to avoid and 
minimize impacts where practicable. 
Section 3.15 
 
5. Does the Proposed Action fall within an area covered by an existing soil survey? 
Yes. There is a draft NRCS soil survey for the county. 
Section 3.15 
 
6. Would implementation of the Proposed Action jeopardize soil stability and increase 
erosion potential beyond the construction and stabilization period? 
Yes. Testing and training activities would cause ongoing localized disturbances to desert soils. 
In addition, construction of TGPs would result in periodic clearing and compaction of soils and 
locations throughout YPG. Due to the slow recovery of the desert ecosystem, these 
disturbances would be long term impacts. The YPG ITAM program and management programs 
in the INRMP would be used to avoid and minimize impacts where practicable. 
Section 3.15 
 
7. Are the proposed sites effectively managed as part of an installation Integrated 
Training Area Management/Land Rehabilitation and Maintenance (ITAM/LRAM) program? 
Yes. Range sustainability on YPG is managed through the ITAM program, which is 
implemented to maintain conditions that realistically simulate conditions in other desert regions 
for operational testing and training activities. 
Section 3.15 



 
8. Does the proposed Action increase the level of intensity of military activity on military 
lands? 
Yes. The locations for testing and training activities would increase. However, the frequency of 
these activities would remain within historical levels. 
Section 3.15 
 
9. Are there other potential impacts to soil resources that individually or collectively 
could result in significant cumulative effects? 
No. The potential for other actions to interact with the activities of the Proposed Action with 
regard to impacts to soils would be limited to the potential for increased erosion off-post as a 
result of Proposed Action activities. Other soils impacts resulting from the Proposed Action 
would be confined within the boundaries of YPG. Appropriate construction BMPs and post-
construction stormwater controls would be implemented to minimize the potential for off-post 
impacts from increased runoff resulting from Proposed Action activities. 
Section 3.15 
 
10. Are there proposed sites that are highly eroded and characterized by gullies and/or 
poor vegetative cover? 
No.  Sections 3.9 and 3.15 
 
11. Are there sensitive soils within the proposed project that would require additional 
stabilization measures from the Proposed Action beyond standard best management 
practices (BMPs)? 
No. Highly erodible soils are present at YPG. However, additional stabilization measures would 
not be required. Mitigation measures for those areas would include, but would not be limited to, 
planning to avoid disturbance of highly erodible soils, construction BMPs to minimize the 
potential for onsite erosion, construction and post-construction stormwater controls, and 
continued implementation of the ITAM program and the INRMP.   
Section 3.15 
 
12 Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
Yes. Please see Section 3.15 for a discussion of soils impacts at YPG. Cumulative effects to 
soils beyond the boundaries of YPG are not expected. 
 
  



D-14: Biological Resources Quick Look Questions (Sections 3.16, 
3.18, 3.20, 3.21) 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
1. Has the installation been surveyed for the presence of federal- or state-listed 
threatened or endangered species (TES)? 
Yes. YPG has been partially surveyed, mainly in areas of previous development.   
Section 3.16.1 
 
1a. Did the survey reveal the presence of any federal- or state-listed TES? 
Yes. . The southwestern bald eagle is occasionally observed on YPG. The American peregrine 
falcon occurs on YPG as an occasional migrant. The Desert Tortoise (Sonoran population) has 
been observed in East Arm and in Cibola of YPG. The California leaf-nosed bat is one of the 
most commonly observed bats on the installation. The desert rosy boa, parish onion, and Kofa 
Mountain barberry are known to occur in the Kofa NWR adjacent to YPG. The loggerhead 
shrike is a resident species on YPG.  The desert burrowing owl, wild horses and wild burros are 
known to occur on YPG.  
Section 3.16.1 
 
2. Are there any proposed species that may be placed on the TES list in the future? 
Yes. Yuma and La Paz Counties contain species that are currently listed as candidate species 
including the Desert Tortoise and Sprague’s Pipit. 
Section 3.16.1 
 
3. If TES have been found, has the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) been consulted? 
No. Formal consultation has not been necessary.   
 
4. Does the installation have an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
(INRMP)? 
Yes.  Section 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21 
 
5. Does the installation have an Endangered Species Management Plan (ESMP)? 
No. TES species are managed under the INRMP. 
 
6. What is the viability, size, and distribution of the TES? 
An experimental population of the endangered Sonoran pronghorn has been released on Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge and these animals have been observed in the Kofa region of YPG, 
primarily in the southern portion of King Valley. 
The Sonoran population of desert tortoise, which is proposed for listing as a separate species, 
occurs in low densities in the Cibola Region of YPG.  Primary habitat for the desert tortoise 
includes most of Cibola Region, a small portion of the Kofa Region, and the northern portion of 
the East Arm.   
Other sensitive species found on or with potential to occur on YPG include the banded Gila 
monster, California leaf-nosed bat, cave myotis, Kofa mountain barberry, loggerhead shrike, 
Mohave fringe-toed lizard, western burrowing owl, and Parish’s onion.  Salvage restricted plants 
that could occur on YPG include desert barrel cactus, Parish’s onion, senita, and straw-top 
cholla. Sensitive species may include BLM sensitive, USFS sensitive or state-protected species. 



The banded Gila monster is not known to, but likely occurs on YPG.  This species prefers 
washes and rocky hillsides.  Size, viability, and distribution of the population is not known. 
The California leaf-nosed bat and cave myotis are known to occur on YPG and a single western 
yellow bat has been captured at Lake Alex.  The pocketed free-tailed bat most likely roosts and 
forages on YPG, but is not confirmed on YPG.  These species forage throughout the desert 
scrub of YPG and roost in caves, crevices, and mines.  The size of bat populations on YPG is 
unknown. 
Kofa Mountain Barberry is known to occur in nearby Kofa NWR.  This species could occur on 
YPG and prefers bottoms of deep, shady rocky canyons.  Size, viability and distribution of the 
species is not known. 
Loggerhead shrike are commonly seen throughout YPG, particularly perched on fence posts.  
The size and viability of this species is not known. 
A Mohave fringed-toed lizard population occurs only in a sand dune area in the north Cibola 
Region.  The population appears to be stable, though the size is unknown. 
Western burrowing-owl are known to occur on YPG.  This species would likely occur in 
grasslands areas of YPG, which is limited.  However, the size, viability, and distribution of this 
species is unknown on YPG.   
Parish’s onion is known to occur in the Kofa NWR.  The size, viability, and distribution of this 
species on YPG is unknown. 
The size, viability, and distribution of salvage restricted plants that could occur on YPG, 
including the desert barrel cactus, Parish’s onion, senita, and straw-top cholla, is unknown.   
Section 3.16 
 
7. What pertinent factors adversely affect the TES? 
Direct impacts from removal and disturbances to desert scrub habitat.  Direct impacts from 
incidental mortality of TES due to testing and training activities.  Disruption of wildlife behavior 
and reproduction from physical and noise disturbances as a result of testing and training 
activities.   
Section 3.16 
 
8. Is the critical habitat within or adjacent to the proposed project site? 
No.  Section 3.16 
 
9. Would the actions involved in construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
proposed project affect TES or its habitat? 
Yes.  Section 3.16 
 
10. What are the immediate and long-term threats to any TES and their habitats 
according the Biological Evaluation (BE) and/or ESMP? 
YPG implements conservation measures to protect Sonoran desert tortoise as part of the 
Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan.  These measures and recommendations from 
the Arizona Interagency Desert Tortoise Team are implemented for all projects that could 
encounter Sonoran desert tortoise.  Should the Sonoran desert tortoise be listed under the ESA, 
then YPG would consult with USFWS on projects that may impact this species. 
The non-essential experimental pronghorn population, released on Kofa NWR, will likely 
continue to move onto portions of YPG. Military activity on YPG will likely affect pronghorn 
movement and habitat utilization by occasionally frightening them from food or water sources.  
These impacts to behavior could impact nutrition and body condition of animals and could 



reduce survival rates, particularly in times of drought. Vehicles traveling along roads or within 
maneuver areas may strike pronghorn on YPG. Since YPG is used for live fire testing there is 
risk to individual pronghorn of being injured or killed by exploding munitions. Should the 
experimental population of Sonoran pronghorn be reclassified under the ESA, then YPG would 
consult with USFWS on projects that may impact this species on YPG. 
YPG activities on Kofa NWR include over flights and safety fans for munitions testing.  Daily 
over flights occur within airspace R-2307, R-2308A, R-2308b, and R-2308C, with virtually all 
military use of this airspace between 8,000 and 32,000 ft above ground level (AGL).  The YPG 
Operational Noise Management Plan (ONMP) identifies Kofa NWR and Imperial NWR as areas 
where pilots should remain at least 2,000 feet AGL.  This noise restriction is also recognized in 
the Laguna Army Air Field Operations Manual. Most YPG air traffic over the refuge consists of 
UAS, however, there are occasional helicopter flights.  The UH-1 is the most common helicopter 
that may fly over Kofa NWR.  The ONMP estimates the noise level of a UH-1 at 70dB at 2000 
feet.  In the event a helicopter does fly over the refuge, it would not hover but would be traveling 
from a point A to point B.  In the rare event a helicopter flies over refuge lands, even directly 
over pronghorn, the noise level of the aircraft would be below the 77 dB threshold that has been 
identified where pronghorn make strong reactions.  Furthermore, because YPG aircraft would 
not be hovering but passing by, the duration of the disturbance would be brief.  YPG does not 
fire into or over the Kofa NWR but estimated safety fans occasionally extend across the 
boundary.  The algorithm used to establish the dimensions for the safety fan uses a 1/1,000,000 
probability of munitions landing outside the fan.  Instances of munitions landing outside the fan 
or on the refuge are extremely rare.  Noise from munitions fired on YPG can be heard off the 
installation but the intensity of the sound decreases with distance.  The noise contour figures 
from the Installation Operational Noise Management Plan indicate that the portion of Kofa NWR 
that is suitable habitat for Sonoran Pronghorn (i.e. King Valley) is located outside the 57-63 
CDNL contour.  This means that the magnitude of sound experienced by any pronghorn would 
be less than 57 decibels for an actual explosion within the impact area.  Explosions from 
munitions testing and training on YPG in the Castle Dome Mountains along the western and 
southern boundary of Kofa NWR would be audible to pronghorn in portions of the area they may 
occupy but would likely not be heard in the vicinity of the breeding pens. Because munitions 
testing and training is relatively constant in this area, the noise from these events would likely be 
perceived as part of the background noise and would not affect pronghorn except in immediate 
proximity to a detonation. YOG would consult with USFWS on activities that could affect 
Sonoran pronghorn on Kofa NWR. 
 
11. Does the USFWS agree, in writing, with the BE and its determination of jeopardy? 
A Biological Opinion in regards to Formal Section 7 Consultation on Activities and Operations at 
the United States Army Garrison Yuma Proving Ground, Yuma and La Paz Counties, Arizona,  
was issued September 9, 2014 by the USFWS.  
 
Wildlife and Fisheries 
 
13. Would the alternatives result in a significant impact to any wildlife or fish species 
identified as management priorities by the installation's Ecosystem Management Plan? 
No fisheries are present on YPG.  No significant impacts to wildlife species would be expected. 
Section 3.16 and 3.21 
 
14. Would the Proposed Action result in a significant loss of vegetation? 
Yes. The project will result in the removal and disturbances to desert shrub habitat. 
Section 3.18 



 
15. Has a forest stand or vegetation community map been created for the area? 
No 
 
16. Are the proposed sites effectively managed as part of an installation Integrated 
Training Area Management (ITAM) program? 
Yes.  Section 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21 
 
17. Will the Proposed Action affect salvageable lumber? 
No 
 
18. Are the proposed sites characterized by poor vegetative cover or high erosion? 
Yes. There are some areas with highly erodible soils and some areas with disturbed vegetative 
cover.   
Sections 3.15 and 3.18 
 
19. Would a significant amount of rare plant habitat be impacted by the Proposed 
Action? 
No 
 
20. Would the Proposed Action result in the potential introduction or spread of any 
highly invasive plant species? 
Yes. Disturbance to native vegetation as part of the Proposed Action could enable the spread of 
two invasive plant species. 
Section 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21 
 
Wetlands 
 
21. Are TES associated with any of the wetlands resources in the vicinity of potential 
installation proposed actions? 
No, no wetlands occur at or near any of the proposed locations 
 
22. Would the Proposed Action result in significant impact to wetlands? 
No, no wetlands are present on YPG 
 
23. Does a wetland delineation exist for the Proposed Action footprint? 
No, no wetlands are present on YPG 
 
24. Are future actions by non-military and other military entities expected and would they 
cause impacts on wetland resources? 
Yes, but they would not impact wetland resources because those resources are not present. 
 
Summary 
 
25. Does the Proposed Action involve a new disturbance, or does it extend beyond the 
existing disturbance boundaries?  



Yes, desert shrub habitat would be lost and disturbed. All impacts would occur within the YPG 
boundary. 
Section 3.15 and 3.18  
 
29. Have previous projects in this area affected the same species or habitats that could 
be affected by the Proposed Action? 
Yes. Existing testing and training activities result in disturbance to desert shrub habitat. 
Section 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21 
 
27. Would the Proposed Action likely result in further construction projects or increased 
activity in the area in the future that could affect the same species and habitats 
potentially being affected by the Proposed Action?  
Yes. Testing and training would be expected to occur in new areas not currently used for these 
purposes. However, the frequency of testing and training activities on YPG would not increase 
above the maximum annual level seen in recent historical data. 
Section 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21 
 
28. Does the Proposed Action involve development that would cause significant loss of 
preferred habitat for any management priority species? 
No.  Section 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21 
 
29. Does the Proposed Action increase the level of intensity of military activity in the 
area? 
Yes. The locations for testing and training activities would increase, but the frequency at any 
specific location could decrease.  No change in the amount of testing and training, as 
determined by historical fluctuations would result. 
Section 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21 
 
30. Is habitat for a Species of Concern being affected? 
Yes. Habitat for the Sonoran population of desert tortoise is located in Cibola Region, a small 
portion of Kofa, and the northern portion of the East Arm.  Also potential habitat for the Sonoran 
pronghorn in the King Valley portion of the Kofa Region. 
Section 3.16 
 
31. Are there special interest management areas in the vicinity that could be affected by 
the Proposed Action? 
No. There are special interest management areas (e.g. Kofa NWF). However, impacts would be 
expected to be limited to the YPG boundary.  
Section 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21 
 
32. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
Yes. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Sections 3.16, 3.18, and 3.21. 
 
  



D-15: Traffic and Transportation Systems Quick Look Questions 
(Section 3.17) 
1. Are transportation data and the transportation plan for the installation more than 5 to 
10 years old and, if so, is the plan subject to current updating/modification efforts? 
A transportation plan has not been prepared for the installation.   
 
2. Is there a transportation improvement program for the installation and, if so, will 
current and anticipated traffic concerns be resolved upon completion of the plan? 
There is not a transportation improvement program for the installation. Anticipated 
improvements to traffic concerns are described in Section 3.17.2.3. 
Section 3.17.2.3 
 
3. Has a recent (last 5 to 10 years) regional transportation study been conducted via a 
collaborative effort between the installation and nearby towns and cities? 
No. 
 
4. Are there any historical or current conflicts between the installation and various 
governmental agencies, and/or stakeholder groups, relative to on-post or off-post traffic-
related concerns? 
No. 
 
5. Is there any evidence of current or anticipated encroachment or rapid urban 
development that might have implications relative to the traffic and transportation 
system? 
No. 
 
6. Will the proposed action(s) over the planning horizon cause increases to on-post 
and/or off-post traffic levels? 
No. No change in current traffic volumes would be expected. 
Section 3.17.2.3 
 
7. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
Yes.  Some road improvement projects are forecast for US 95 which would result in 
improvements to traffic flow and safety.   
Section 3.17.2 
  



D-16: Water Resources Management Quick Look Questions 
1. Is the installation located completely, or partially, in a designated sole source aquifer 
area, and/or have local surface waters been designated as having water quality concerns 
relative to compliance with water quality standards or criteria? 
Yes. Section 3.20.1.1  
There are no sole source aquifers in Arizona (http://www.epa.gov/region2/water/aquifer/).  
The Lower Colorado and Lower Gila Rivers are listed on the Arizona 2006/2008 303(d) List of 
Impaired Waters.  Approximately 32 miles of the Lower Colorado River above the Mexican 
border are listed as impaired due to low dissolved oxygen levels and elevated selenium levels.  
Approximately 28 miles of the Lower Gila River are listed as impaired due to elevated selenium 
and boron levels. An additional waterway in the Lower Gila River watershed, Painted Rocks 
Borrow Pit Lake, is listed as impaired due to low dissolved oxygen levels and elevated levels of 
DDT metabolites, toxaphene, and chlordane in fish. 
 
2. During its construction and/or operational phase, will the Proposed Action exhibit 
point and/or nonpoint emissions of water pollutants? 
Yes. Section 3.20.2.3. 
During the construction phase there is a possibility of direct impact from the Aberdeen Road 
Flood Improvements. A portion of Castle Dome Wash would be disturbed and impacts could 
include erosion and sedimentation. A small portion of the wash would be lost or converted to 
artificial substrate.  
Indirect adverse impacts could occur due to construction of proposed facilities and field 
operations, including erosion and sedimentation due to land disturbance.  
 
2a. Will such emissions exceed standards as designated in federal or State water quality 
regulations or permits? 
No. Section 3.20.2.3 
Construction of the Aberdeen Road Flood Improvements would require a CWA Section 404 
permit from USACE and a CWA Section 401 Water Quality certification from ADEQ.  YPG and 
its construction contractor would comply with all conditions of the CWA Section 404 permit and 
Section 401 Water Quality certification.  
Standard construction BMPs would be coupled with the implementation of a Construction 
SWPPP to stabilize disturbed soils and minimize the potential for indirect impacts to water 
resources. 
 
3 Is the installation located in an area where the available surface and/or groundwater 
supplies are already stressed due to excessive use and/or drought conditions? 
Yes. Section 3.20.1.1 
Historically, the Colorado and Gila Rivers were the source of nearly all groundwater in the Yuma 
basin through direct infiltration from the river channels and from annual flooding when high flows 
overtopped the river banks.  Impoundment of water in upstream reservoirs on the Colorado 
River has resulted in loss of sedimentation and scouring of the river channel, lowering the river 
profile in the Yuma area and causing the Colorado River to act as a drain to the groundwater 
system.  Due to upstream impoundments and consumptive use, the Gila River now flows 
intermittently, causing it to act as a drain to the groundwater system. 
Groundwater quality varies across the Yuma basin, with elevated concentrations of total 
dissolved solids (TDS), arsenic, lead, agricultural pesticides, nitrate, and VOCs in some areas.  



Historically, the chemical composition of groundwater was similar to that of water in the 
Colorado and Gila Rivers. However, groundwater quality has been altered as a result of 
agricultural practices. 
 
4. Will the additional water requirements for the Proposed Action be large in relation to 
the available surface and/or groundwater supplies? 
No. Section 3.20.1.1 
Groundwater supplied by most wells on the installation is non-potable because of high fluoride, 
sodium chloride, and arsenic levels. Drinking water is delivered by commercial companies or 
developed from treated groundwater.  Separate water distribution systems in Kofa, Laguna, and 
Cibola obtain water for potable and non-potable uses from groundwater wells. 
 
5. Are there wide variations in the monthly and/or seasonal patterns of water use at the 
installation? 
No. YPG is used year-round for testing and training.  
 
6. Does the proposed action threaten any sensitive receptors of water? (Examples of 
such receptors include aquatic ecological resources, threatened or endangered plant or 
animal species, and excessive human health risk levels.) 
No. Section 3.21.2.3 
Wildlife on YPG tends to be most abundant near sources of water.  Artificial water tanks have 
been placed to encourage wildlife to relocate away from areas where testing and training 
activities regularly occur.  Proposed activities would not be conducted in proximity to artificial 
water sources, which would reduce the potential for impacts to wildlife. 
Adherence to stormwater construction permits and established BMPs would be sufficient to 
prevent the likelihood of contamination.  
 
7. Within the last 5 years, has the installation been subject to Notices of Violations 
(NOVs) or fines relative to Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) or Clean Water Act (CWA) 
permit requirements? Are there any concerns that federal and State source-oriented 
permits may not be up to date, and are there any specified conditions not being met? 
Yes. Section 3.20.1. In 2007 the drinking water from three systems on YPG was found to be in 
violation of the new arsenic standard, which resulted in a notice of violation issued by ADEQ 
and USEPA.  
No. To meet current federal standards for public drinking water supply, YPG has constructed 
two new water treatment facilities.  
 
8. Does the installation drain to an impaired waterbody? 
Yes. Section 3.20.1.1 
Groundwater and surface water from YPG flows in a general southerly direction to the Colorado 
River and Gila River, described in question #1 above. 
 
9. Would the Proposed Action result in an adverse impact to surface water? 
Yes. Section 3.20.2.3. 
During the construction phase there is a possibility of direct impact from the Aberdeen Road 
Flood Improvements. A portion of Castle Dome Wash would be disturbed and impacts could 
include erosion and sedimentation. A small portion of the stream would be lost or converted to 



artificial substrate. However, potential impacts to water quality would be minimal with the 
implementation and enforcement of SWPPP and standard construction BMP standards. 
 
10. Does the Proposed Action involve development within a floodplain? 
No. Section 3.20.2. There are no designated floodplains on YPG. 
 
10a. Are there any practicable alternatives available to constructing within a floodplain? 
Not Applicable 
 
11. Are there seasonally flooded areas within the footprint? 
Not Applicable 
 
12. Are streams, lakes, or ponds present within the footprint? 
Yes. Section 3.20.2.3. A portion of Castle Dome Wash would be disturbed from the Aberdeen 
Road Flood Improvements. No other streams, lakes, or ponds are present within the footprint. 
 
13. Does the Proposed Action increase the level of intensity of military activity on military 
lands? 
Yes. The locations for testing and training activities would increase.  However, the frequency of 
use would remain within historical levels and would not increase.  
 
14. Could the Proposed Action lead to further projects or activity in the area that could 
negatively affect surface water? 
No. None are known or reasonably foreseeable. 
 
15. Does the Proposed Action involve clearing vegetation within 75 feet of open water? 
No 
 
16. Have negative impacts to surface water been an issue in the past? 
No. However, YPG is aware of the potential for stormwater transport of contaminants (e.g., 
MCOCs) to washes and downstream receiving waters and has implemented SWPPPs and 
BMPs to reduce the probability of such occurrences.  
Section 3.9.2.3.  
 
17. Are there other potential impacts to surface water that individually or collectively 
could result in significant cumulative effects? 
No. Because potential direct effects to water resources would be confined within the boundaries 
of YPG and because BMPs and design features would minimize the potential for indirect 
impacts to offsite waters, there is little potential for interaction of the Proposed Action with other 
projects. No cumulative impacts would be expected on YPG.  
 
18. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No. There is little potential for interaction of the Proposed Action with other projects 
  



D-17: Subsistence Resources Quick Look Questions (Section 3.1) 
1. Would the Proposed Action adversely impact to the availability of any subsistence 
resources? 
No  
Subsistence resources do not occur on YPG.  No subsistence activities (hunting, fishing, 
gathering of wild materials) occur on YPG.  This resource area is not evaluated in the 
document. 
 
2. Is the area considered to be important for subsistence access or resource 
sustainability? 
No 
 
3. Does the Proposed Action reduce the land available or change the timing or 
availability for subsistence activities? 
Not Applicable 
 
4. Have past activities in the area had negative impacts on subsistence resources? 
Not Applicable 
 
5. Could the Proposed Action lead to further projects in the area that could negatively 
impact subsistence resources? 
No 
 
6. Is additional cumulative effects analysis needed? 
No 
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General Conformity – Record of Non-Applicability 
 

Project/Action Name:  Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Mission 
Activities and Operations - Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona 

Project/Action Identification Number:  

Project/Action Point of Contact:   

Begin Date:  January 2014 

End Date:  October 2015 

General Conformity under the Clean Air Act, Section 176 has been evaluated for the project 
described above according to the requirements of 40 CFR 93, Subpart B. The requirements of 
this rule are not applicable to this action because total direct and indirect PM10 emissions are 
below the conformity threshold values established at 40 CFR 93.153 (b) and this action is not 
considered regionally significant under 40 CFR 93.153(i). 

Supporting documentation and emission estimates are attached. 

 
     SIGNED               
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GENERAL CONFORMITY REVIEW (GCR) 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Mission Activities and Operations at Yuma 
Proving Ground, Arizona 

 

1.0 PROPOSED ACTION 
From January 2014 through October 2015, the U.S. Army proposes to construct several new 
buildings and make facility renovations on Yuma Proving Ground.   

The new facilities and facility renovations are needed to support the current and future 
mission of Yuma Proving ground. The new facilities include the following: 

 Seven Operational Buildings, 

 Six Warehouses, and 

 Four Administrative Buildings  

Two pre-existing buildings will be demolished, and no new significant stationary sources 
will be added to the site during the project. The general conformity review for this project 
pertains only to construction-related emissions and facility space heating. The PM10 
emissions are the pollutant of interest. 
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2.0 CALCULATION OF EMISSIONS FROM NEW CONSTRUCTION 
The emissions associated with the proposed action are construction-related. There will no 
mobile emissions associated with new government owned vehicles (GOVs) and privately 
owned vehicles (POVs) due to the proposed actions. 

2.1 Construction-Related Emissions 
The proposed projects are listed in Table 2-1. The Table includes the gross area of the 
proposed facility and the area to be graded. 

TABLE 2-1 
Proposed Actions and Proposed Facility Area and Grading Area 
Yuma Proving Ground 
Yuma, Arizona 

Id Project Gross Construction 
Area (ft2) 

Gross Area to 
be Graded (ft2) 

L002 Realign Barranca Road 146,797 84,902 
 Construct Runway Extension 119,790 500,000 
L009 Construct YTC Warehouse 7,750 7,750 
L010 Construct Instrument Development Facility  32,500 32,500 
L011 Tracked Vehicle Trail Office 8,100 8,100 
L029 Construct optical maintenance facility 

Graded parking area with power pole farm 
Perimeter fencing centered at YTC. 

7,500 
 
 

                          
90,342 
2,400 

L031 Construct MFFS Dining Facility (3 Location Options) 48,979 48,979 
L032 Expand Bravo LTA – No Emissions   
L034 Construct MFFS Ready Room (3 Location Options 48,979 48,979 
L037 Construct vehicle test course   792,795 
L040 Construct drop zone near LAAF (DZ) (984-foot [ft] x 

1,969-ft) 
 196,021 

L102 Construct MFFs Terminal 28,000 28,000 
 Construct Rigger Facility 15,500 15,500 
 Construct  UAS Airfield, hangars, taxiway, and UAS flight 

test area 
599,250 599,250 

 Construct CASA Transport Aircraft Hangar 153,858 153,848 
L106 Construct 4 Administrative Buildings 

 
Construct Installation Logistics Complex 

44,465 
 
76,833 

44,465 
 

 Total 1,338,301 2,653,841 

   60.9 Acres 
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The U.S. Air Force Air Conformity Application Model (ACAM), version 4.5, was used to 
estimate construction-related emissions and facility space heating emissions. It is assume 
that all construction activities start at the same time. For construction related-emissions, 
ACAM splits facility construction into two phases; Phase 1 is grading and Phase 2 is the 
actual construction activity. The following data were input into the model: 

 Gross Sq ft – 1,338,301 sq ft 

 Duration of Phase 1 – 45 days 

 Gross Area to be Graded – 2,653,841 sq ft (60.9 acres) 

 Soil Piles – covered or watered twice daily 

 Loads – Secure Cover 

 Exposed Surface/Grading – watered twice daily 

 Truck Hauling Road – paved 

 Start Date of Construction – January 2014 

 End Date of Construction – October 2015 

 Duration of Phase 2 – 400 days 

The model calculates emissions for the following activities: 

 Grading Equipment Emissions (pounds/day, assume 1 grader, 1 rubber tired dozer, 1 
tractor/loader/backhoe, and 1 water truck) 

 Emissions Due to Construction Worker Trips (based on 0.42 trip per 1,000 sq ft-day) 

 Construction Equipment Emissions (based on sq ft to be constructed during Phase 2, 
assume 1 crane, 1 tractor/loader/backhoe, 1 forklift). 

 Grading Operations Emissions (pounds/day, assume 55 lb/acre-day, uncontrolled) 

 Facility Heating (based on regional heating energy requirements and emission factors 
for natural gas)  

Based on ACAM, an increase of 32.4 tons of PM10 would be expected due to construction 
related activities (see Attachment 1) in 2014, the highest year during construction. PM10 
emissions are expected to be 0.18 tons during the second year of construction.  
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3.0 CONCLUSION 
It is assumed that all of the proposed would start at the same time. Total annual emissions 
generated by the proposed actions are expected to peak with the release of 32.4 tons of PM10 
due to construction-related emissions in 2014, as well as an ongoing increase of 0.36 
ton/year of PM10 after the proposed facilities become operational. These increases are well 
below the conformity threshold values. Therefore, a general conformity review is deemed 
unnecessary at this time.  
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Attachment D-1 
Model Results 

 

 



Attachment 1 - ACAM Output

SOURCE CATEGORY CO NOX SO2 VOC PM10 

Area Sources
Other Phase I Const.  – Grading Operations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 31.7

Other Phase II Const.  – Mobile/Stationary Construction Equipment 3.32 0.34 0.0034 0.16 0.017
Other Phase II Const.  – Workers Trips 1.43 0.062 0.00 0.064 0.00

Other Phase I Const.  – Grading Equipment 1.43 0.14 0.0014 0.067 0.0072
Building Demolition Emissions 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65

Total 6.18 0.54 0.0048 0.29 32.4

Area Sources
Other Phase I Const.  – Grading Operations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Phase II Const.  – Mobile/Stationary Construction Equipment 3.32 0.34 0.0034 0.16 0.017
Other Phase II Const.  – Workers Trips 1.43 0.062 0.00 0.064 0.00

Other Phase I Const.  – Grading Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Building Demolition Emissions 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 4.75 0.40 0.0034 0.22 0.017
Point Sources

Miscellaneous Point Sources 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Commercial/Retail and Office/Employment Heating Emissions 1.79 4.06 0.013 0.12 0.16

Residential Space Heating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 1.79 4.06 0.013 0.12 0.16

Grand Total 6.54 4.46 0.016 0.34 0.18

Area Sources
Other Phase I Const.  – Grading Operations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Phase II Const.  – Mobile/Stationary Construction Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other Phase II Const.  – Workers Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Phase I Const.  – Grading Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Building Demolition Emissions 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Point Sources

Miscellaneous Point Sources 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Commercial/Retail and Office/Employment Heating Emissions 3.97 8.98 0.029 0.26 0.36

Residential Space Heating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 3.97 8.98 0.029 0.26 0.36

Grand Total 3.97 8.98 0.029 0.26 0.36

Emissions (tpy)
2014

2015

2016



L002 Realign Barranca Road 146,797 84,902
Construct Runway Extension 119,790 500,000

L009 Construct YTC Warehouse 7,750 7,750
L010 Construct Instrument Development Facility 32,500 32,500
L011 Tracked Vehicle Trail Office 8,100 8,100
L029 Construct Optional Maintenance Facility 7,500

Graded Parking Area with Power Pole Farm 90,342
Perimeter Fencing Centered at YTC 2,400

L031 Construction MFFS Dining Facility (3 
Location Options) 48,979 48,979

L032 Expand Bravo LTA - No Emissions
L034 Construct MFFS Ready Room (3 Location 

Options) 48,979 48,979
L037 Construct Vehicle Test Course 792,795

L040
Construct drop zone near LAAF (DZ) (984-
foot [ft] x 1,969-ft) 196,021

L102 Construct MFFS Terminal 28,000 28,000
Construct Rigger Facility 15,500 15,500
Construct UAS Airfield, hangars, taxiway, 
and UAS flight test area 599,250 599,250
Construct CASA Transport Aircraft Hangar 153,858 153,858

L106 Construct 4 Administrative Buildings 44,465 44,465
Construct Installation Logistics Complex 76,833

1,338,301 2,653,841
60.9 Acres

ProjectId Gross Construction       
Area (ft2)

Gross Area to 
be Graded (ft2)



Construction Worker Trip (POVs) Emissions

Equation
Commercial/Retail (trips/day) = 0.32 (trips/1000 SF/day) x Area of Commercial/Retail Units (1000 SF)

Trips/day = 428.3
Number of Days = 400

Pollutant grams/trip lbs/day Tons 1st Yr

CO 15.184 14.34 1.43

NOX 0.661 0.62 0.062

VOC 0.678 0.64 0.064

SO2 0.0005 0.00047 4.72E‐05

PM10 0.0047 0.0044 4.44E‐04



Mobile and Stationary Construction Equipment Emissions

Equation
Construction Equipment Emissions Phase 1 (lbs/day) = Total Building Square Feet(sq. ft.) / 435600 × [Emission Rate (lbs/day) for a Grader for the specific year + Emission
Rate (lbs/day) for a Rubber Tired Dozers for the specific year + Emission Rate (lbs/day) for a Tractor/Loader/Backhoe for the specific year + Emission Rate (lbs/day) 
for a Water Truck for the specific year]

Construction Equipment Emissions Phase 2 (lbs/day) = Total Building Square Feet(sq. ft.) / 435600 × [Emission Rate (lbs/day) for a Crane for the specific year + Emission
Rate (lbs/day) for a Tractor/Loader/Backhoe for the specific year + (Emission Rate (lbs/day) for a Forklift for the specific year x 2)]

Emission Factors
CO NOX VOC SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Horsepower (g/hp-hr) (g/hp-hr) (g/hp-hr) (g/hp-hr) (g/hp-hr) (g/hp-hr)
75 ≤ hp < 175 3.70 0.30 0.14 0.0030 0.015 0.014
175 ≤ hp < 600 2.60 0.30 0.14 0.0030 0.015 0.014

Phase 1
Type of Unit Rated HP # of Units hr/day Load Factor

(hp) CO NOX VOC SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO NOX VOC SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Grader 174 1 6 0.61 3.70             0.30             0.14             0.0030         0.015           15.96 1.29 0.60 0.0129 0.065 0.000

Dozer 357 1 6 0.59 2.60             0.30             0.14             0.0030         0.015           0.014           22.3 2.57 1.20 0.026 0.128 0.120
Tractor/Loader/   
Backhoe 108 1 8 0.55 3.70             0.30             0.14             0.0030         0.015           0.014           11.91 0.97 0.45 0.0097 0.048 0.045
Water Truck 189 1 8 0.50 2.60             0.30             0.14             0.0030         0.015           0.014           13.32 1.54 0.72 0.015 0.077 0.072

TOTAL EMISSIONS 63.4 6.36 2.97 0.064 0.32 0.24

Tons 1.43 0.14 0.067 0.0014 0.0072 0.0053

Phase 2
Type of Unit Rated HP # of Units hr/day Load Factor

(hp) CO NOX VOC SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO NOX VOC SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Crane 399 1 4 0.43 2.60             0.30             0.14             0.0030         0.015           0.014           12.09 1.39 0.65 0.0139 0.070 0.065
Tractor/Loader/   
Backhoe 108 1 8 0.55 3.70             0.30             0.14             0.0030         0.015           0.014           11.91 0.97 0.45 0.0097 0.048 0.045
Forklift 145 2 6 0.30 2.60             0.30             0.14             0.0030         0.015           0.014           9.19 1.06 0.50 0.0106 0.053 0.050

TOTAL EMISSIONS 33.2 3.42 1.60 0.034 0.171 0.160

Tons for 1st Year 3.32 0.34 0.16 0.0034 0.017 0.016

Days Phase 1 45
Days Phase 2 400

Emissions (lb/day)Emission Factor (g/hp-hr)

Emission Factor (g/hp-hr) Emissions (lb/day)



Grading Operation Emissions

Equation
PM10G (tons/yr) = 55.00 x ACRES x DPYI / 2000
ACRES = Number of gross acres to be graded during Phase 1 (but not more than 50 acres).
DPYI = Number of days per year during Phase 1, which is the grading phase.
55.00 = Emission factor in pounds per acre per day.
2000 = Conversion factor from pounds to tons.

Grading Dust Reductions
PM10GR (tons/yr)(reduced) = PM10G – (PMRED1 + PMRED2 + PMRED3 + PMRED4)
Is all exposed soil watered twice daily? PMRED1 (tons/yr) = PM10G x 0.37
Are all unpaved haul roads watered twice daily? PMRED2 (tons/yr) = PM10G x 0.03
Are soil piles enclosed, covered, or watered twice daily? PMRED3 (tons/yr) = PM10G x 0.16
Are covers securely applied to all haul/dump trucks moving soils/aggregate? PMRED4 (tons/yr) = PM10G x 0.02

PM10G (tons/yr) 75.4
 PMRED1 (tons/yr) 27.9
 PMRED2 (tons/yr) 2.26
 PMRED3 (tons/yr) 12.1
 PMRED4 (tons/yr) 1.51

Total 31.7



Building Demolition Emissions

Equation
E (tons/yr) = 0.00042 x J x Q / 2000
J = (N x O x P)
J = Building volume handled per day.
N = Width of building in feet.
O = Length of building in feet.
P = Height of building in feet.
Q = Number of operating days required to demolish a building (user inputs calendar
days that are converted to operating days).

Project Length (ft) Width (ft) height (ft) PM10 (tons)

L106 200 250 35 0.37
Total 0.37



Commercial/Retail Heating Emissions

Equation
Ep = F x (1 – CENHEAT) x FACBTU x Efp x sum of gross area/2000
F = Fraction of the year the building operate. Assume 1
CENHEAT = Fraction of facility heating provided by central heating plant (MMBtu basis). Assume 0
FACBTU = Heating energy requirement, MMBtu/square feet. Refer to Appendix K for energy requirements by region and building activity type. (0.072 million Btu/ft 2)
EFp = Emission factor for pollutant, p, for natural gas heating (lb/MMBtu). The factors
are as follows: CO = 0.0824, NOX = 0.1863, VOC = 0.0054, SO2 = 0.0006 and PM10 = 0.0075.

Gross Area CO NOX VOC SO2 PM10 CO NOX VOC SO2 PM10
sq ft lb/MMBtu lb/MMBtu lb/MMBtu lb/MMBtu lb/MMBtu tons tons tons tons tons

1,338,301 0.0824 0.1863 0.0054 0.0006 0.0075 3.97 8.98 0.26 0.029 0.36

2015 1.79 4.06 0.118 0.0131 0.16



 

 

Appendix F 
Programmatic Agreement 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
WHEREAS, the United States Army Garrison Yuma Proving Ground (USAG YPG) proposes to 
continue operations, maintenance, and development projects (undertakings) to ensure the mission of 
Yuma Proving Ground (YPG) as a test facility for weapons and munitions on approximately 837,916 
acres of southwestern Arizona, north of Yuma; and 
 
WHEREAS, YPG is a federally owned and operated facility, and YPG plans to carry out federally 
funded projects, thereby making the operations, maintenance, and development projects undertakings 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 United States 
Code (USC) § 470f, and its implementing regulations, 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the purpose of the undertakings is to enable USAG YPG to continue to provide adequate 
facilities for military testing and training activities and for ongoing contracting efforts capable of 
accommodating current and foreseeable technological advances; testing activities include military ground 
and aerial vehicle systems, weapons, ammunitions, sensors, and guidance systems; USAG YPG must 
provide realistic training for units, including, but not limited to, forward observer training, ground combat 
training, and operational training to provide real-world testing scenarios; and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG has determined the Area of Potential Effects (APE) to be all lands within the 
YPG boundary (Attachment A); and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG has determined that the development of a Programmatic Agreement (PA), in 
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.14(b)(1)(ii) and (iv), is warranted because specific details on some 
undertakings are unknown and the effects on historic properties cannot be fully determined prior to their 
approval, and for the routine nature of many actions that are part of the ongoing management and 
operation of YPG; and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG has determined that the undertakings may have adverse effects on historic 
properties, which are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and has 
consulted with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800; and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG has consulted with the federally recognized Indian tribes (Tribes) of the 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, Cocopah Indian Tribe, Colorado River Indian 
Tribes, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, Gila River Indian Community, Hopi 
Tribe, Quechan Indian Tribe, Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache Tribe, 
Tohono O’odham Nation, Yavapai-Apache Nation, and Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe, who attach 
traditional, religious, and/or cultural significance to YPG lands or cultural resources therein that may be 
affected by the undertakings, and has invited them to sign this PA as concurring parties; and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG invited the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Yuma Field Office, and 
Western Area Power Administration to participate in the development of this PA and they agreed to sign 
as concurring parties; and 
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WHEREAS, USAG YPG invited the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Arizona Historical 
Society, Rio Colorado Division, Yuma, and the City of Yuma, a certified local government, to participate 
in the development of this PA and each has declined to sign as concurring parties; and  
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG has provided the public an opportunity to comment by placing the following 
notices of this PA: in the Yuma Sun newspaper on January 23, 2013, August 23, 2013, and March 23, 
2014; posted a draft PA on the USAG YPG public internet site January 31 through March 12, 2013, 
September 4 through October 7, 2013, and March 25 through May 12, 2014; at the Yuma County Library 
Main and Foothills branches February 7 through March 6, 2013, September 4 through October 7, 2013, 
and March 25 through May 12, 2014; and at the YPG Library September 4 through October 7, 2013, and 
March 25 through May 12, 2014; and no responses were received; and 
 
WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), USAG YPG has notified the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect determination, providing the required documentation, 
and the ACHP has chosen to participate in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1)(iii); and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG has previously conducted cultural resources inventories of 174,098 acres of 
YPG from 1981 to 2013 (Attachment A) and has identified 848 historic properties as individually eligible 
for the NRHP, all of which are archaeological sites (Attachment B), and SHPO reaffirmed their 
concurrence with these findings in correspondence dated May 10, 2013; and 
 
WHEREAS, of these 848 sites, 659 are also contributing resources located within 13 NRHP-eligible 
archaeological districts; and 
 
WHEREAS, to date, there are no evaluated buildings or structures at YPG that qualify as historic 
properties except those covered by the Program Comment for Capehart and Wherry Era Army Family 
Housing and Associated Structures and Landscape Features (1949–1962), Program Comment for World 
War II and Cold War Era (1939-1974) Ammunition Storage Facilities, Program Comment for Cold War 
Era Unaccompanied Personnel Housing (1946-1947), and undertakings at properties for which effects 
have been taken into account through those program comments and the Program Comment for DoD 
Rehabilitation Treatment Measures, which are not part of this PA; and 
 
WHEREAS, inholdings, rights of way, and structures not belonging to or under the jurisdiction of USAG 
YPG are exempt from this PA; and 
 
WHEREAS, properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to Tribes have been identified 
but are unevaluated for eligibility to the NRHP; however, USAG YPG recognizes that properties of 
traditional religious and cultural significance have importance to Tribes; and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG shall treat buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that are 45 years of 
age or older that have not yet been evaluated for NRHP eligibility as eligible for listing in the NRHP; and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG has developed a Geomorphic-Based Archaeological Sensitivity Model for U.S. 
Army Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona (2011 sensitivity model) to help predict areas of likely 
archaeological sensitivity at YPG and provided this model to Tribes and SHPO for review and comment, 
and it will be implemented taking into account comments received by the SHPO in 2013; and 
 
WHEREAS, USAG YPG has not conducted, and does not plan to conduct, cultural resources inventories 
in dedicated impact areas, high hazard impact areas, open burn/open detonation areas, chemical test areas, 
newly identified unexploded ordnance sites, historical contamination areas, and environmental 
compliance and restoration sites (Attachments C and D) due to human life and safety issues; and 
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WHEREAS, USAG YPG, SHPO, and the ACHP agree that upon execution of this PA, the Memorandum 
of Agreement Between the Department of the Army, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and 
the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding Realignment of Activities to Yuma Proving 
Ground, Arizona, executed on 19 August 1992 (1992 Memorandum of Agreement [MOA]), will become 
null and void and will be replaced with the process outlined in this PA; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Plan referenced in the 1992 MOA has become the Integrated 
Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP); and 
 
WHEREAS, undertakings addressed through the 2011 Programmatic Agreement Among Federal 
Highway Administration, United States Bureau of Land Management, United States Bureau of 
Reclamation, U.S. Army Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona Department of Transportation, Arizona State 
Land Department, Arizona State Museum, Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe, Cocopah Tribe, Hopi Tribe, 
Colorado River Indian Tribe, Ft. Yuma-Quechan Tribe, Ft. Mojave Indian Tribe, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and Arizona State Historic Preservation Office Regarding the Historic Properties Along 
United States Route 95 Between Avenue 9E and Aberdeen Road, Yuma County, Arizona, the 2013 
Programmatic Agreement Among U.S. Department of Energy-Western Area Power Administration, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer, Arizona State 
Lands Department, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, 
National Park Service, United States Forest Service, Yuma Proving Ground, Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
Colorado River Indian Tribes, Fort Mojave Indian Tribes, Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, Gila River Indian 
Community, Hualapai Tribe, Navajo Nation, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono 
O'odham Nation Regarding Maintenance and Minor Construction Activities at Existing Western 
Transmission Lines, Facilities and Properties in Arizona, and the 2013 Memorandum of Agreement 
Between Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Arizona; Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Lower Colorado Region; U.S. Army Garrison, Yuma Proving Ground; Arizona 
State Land Department; Arizona Public Service Company and the Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office Regarding the Hassayampa to North Gila 500kV-2 Transmission Line, will be carried out in 
accordance with the terms of such documents and are not subject to the terms of this PA; and 
 
WHEREAS, provisions in the 2005 (modified in 2011) USAG YPG/Cocopah Tribe Cooperative 
Agreement: Services Between the U.S. Army Yuma Proving Ground and the Cocopah Indian Tribe 
Cocopah Museum, Somerton, Arizona and the 2010 (extended in 2014) Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe and U.S. Army Garrison Yuma Proving Ground are not 
affected by this PA; and 
 

Background 
 

 A map entitled “Area of Potential Effects & Previous Surveys” showing the APE for this PA and 
the areas that have been previously surveyed for cultural resources within that APE is included as 
Attachment A. 

 
 A list of identified historic properties on YPG is included as Attachment B. 

 
 A map entitled “Impact Areas, Other Contaminated Areas, & Previously Disturbed Areas” 

showing all dedicated impact areas (including high hazard impact areas), open burn/open 
detonation areas, chemical test areas, newly identified unexploded ordnance sites, environmental 
compliance and restoration sites, historical contamination areas, and previously disturbed areas at 
YPG is included as Attachment C. 
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 A map entitled “Impact Areas, Other Contaminated Areas, & Previously Disturbed Areas 
Overlain with Areas Previously Surveyed for Cultural Resources at YPG” showing the previously 
surveyed areas overlain on the map of impact areas, other contaminated areas, and previously 
disturbed areas is included as Attachment D. 

 
 A list of pertinent definitions and all acronyms used in this PA is included as Attachment E. 

 
 Standard Operating Procedure #5 of the USAG YPG ICRMP for “Inadvertent Discovery of 

Archaeological Deposits” is included as Attachment F. 
 

 A map entitled “Lands No Longer Requiring Cultural Resources Survey” showing those areas of 
YPG that USAG YPG will no longer survey for the identification of historic properties through 
consultation with the SHPO and Tribes is included as Attachment G. This map will be developed 
after the execution of this PA in accordance with Stipulation III. 

 
 A list of those undertakings that USAG YPG, the SHPO, and the ACHP agree would have no 

adverse effects to historic properties, and which the SHPO and the ACHP agree no longer need to 
be reviewed by their offices, is included as Attachment H. 

 
 All days referred to in this PA are calendar days, unless otherwise noted. 

 
Now, therefore, the USAG YPG, the SHPO, and the ACHP agree that this PA shall be implemented in 
accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effects of undertakings on 
historic properties. 
 

Stipulations 
 
USAG YPG shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 
 
I. Roles and Responsibilities of Consulting Parties 
 

A. U.S. Army Garrison Yuma Proving Ground 
 

1. The USAG YPG Garrison Manager is responsible for all decisions regarding the 
applicability of this PA to undertakings within the APE pursuant to Army Regulation 200-
1: Environmental Protection and Enhancement. 

 
2. The USAG YPG Garrison Manager shall designate a Cultural Resources Manager (CRM) 

at USAG YPG with the authority to implement this PA and conduct the stipulated 
coordination and consultation with other signatories, concurring parties, tribes, other 
concerned agencies, organizations, and persons. The implementation of this agreement 
shall be primarily executed on a day-to-day basis by the CRM acting for the Garrison 
Manager, responsible for ensuring that the stipulations herein are met. 

 
3. The CRM shall meet or USAG YPG shall employ, maintain a contract with, or obtain 

through other means professional expertise that meets the qualification standards outlined 
in the Secretary of the Interior’s Historic Preservation Professional Qualification Standards 
[as amended and annotated] for archeology, history, architecture, historic architecture, or 
architectural history, as appropriate for the undertaking. 
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4. The CRM shall ensure that efforts to identify, evaluate, and treat historic properties under 
the stipulations of this PA meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

 
5. USAG YPG shall consult with BLM or the USFWS on joint eligibility determinations for 

any cultural resources that extend onto BLM or USFWS lands and will provide the SHPO 
with documentation of the consultation regarding the determinations of eligibility and seek 
a consensus of eligibility for these cultural resources. 

 
6. USAG YPG shall notify the public and other identified consulting parties in coordination 

with the National Environmental Policy Act to meet Section 106 public consultation 
requirements. 

 
7. USAG YPG shall consult with the SHPO, in accordance with Stipulation III, to define 

areas requiring no further cultural resources survey efforts based on previous surveys and 
disturbances. 

 
B. The Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer 

 
1. The SHPO may raise objections according to Stipulation IX, may amend this agreement 

according to Stipulation X, or may terminate this agreement according to Stipulation XI. 
 

2. The SHPO shall respond within the timeframes of this agreement after notifications are 
received. 

 
C. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

 
1. The ACHP may raise objections and/or resolve objections according to Stipulation IX, may 

amend this agreement according to Stipulation X, or may terminate this agreement 
according to Stipulation XI. 

 
2. The ACHP shall not participate in identifications, evaluations, or reviews described under 

stipulations II, III, and IV unless requested in writing from either USAG YPG, the SHPO, 
or Tribes. 

 
D. Concurring Parties 

 
1. Concurring parties may raise objections according to Stipulation IX. 

 
II. Section 106 Project Review Process 
 

A. Determine the Undertaking 
 

1. The CRM shall determine if the proposed project is an undertaking as defined in 36 CFR § 
800.16(y). 

 
a) If the CRM determines the proposed project is not an undertaking, as defined in 

36 CFR § 800.16(i), the CRM shall document this determination for inclusion in the 
Annual Report, and USAG YPG has no further obligations under this stipulation. 
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b) If the CRM determines that the proposed project is listed as an exempted undertaking, 
as identified in Attachment H, the CRM shall document this determination for 
inclusion in the Annual Report, and USAG YPG has no further obligations under this 
stipulation. 

 
c) If the CRM determines the proposed project is an undertaking not listed in Attachment 

H, the CRM shall continue the Section 106 Project Review Process. 
 

2. The CRM will ensure that all Digging Permits and Records of Environmental 
Consideration contain text derived from Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) #5, 
“Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Deposits,” as found in Attachment F. 

 
B. Define the Area of Potential Effects and Identify Historic Properties 

 
1. The CRM shall determine and document the project APE for each specific undertaking, 

appropriate to the scope and scale of the undertaking, and considering direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects. 

 
2. The CRM shall determine if cultural resource surveys are required for the project APE 

using the following parameters: 
 

a) If the project APE is limited to within a dedicated impact area, high hazard impact 
area, open burn/open detonation area, chemical test area, newly identified unexploded 
ordnance site, environmental compliance and restoration site, or unsafe historical 
contamination area (Attachments C and D), no additional cultural resource survey is 
required and the CRM shall continue to Stipulation II(C) in the Section 106 Project 
Review Process. 

 
(1) For undertakings with project APEs in non-ordnance contaminated areas, in 

ordnance contaminated historic World War II training areas, or in other ordnance 
contaminated areas (as shown on Attachments C and D), some contaminated 
areas may be off limits to ground-disturbing activities, including archaeological 
surveys, and may not be surveyed at all, at the sole discretion of the CRM. 
Undertakings in contaminated areas where the CRM determines that they do not 
pose an imminent threat shall be subject to survey. 

 
(2) Undertakings with project APEs proposed within dedicated impact areas 

(as shown on Attachments C and D) that require changes in land use designation 
for project development could be subject to survey at the discretion of the CRM. 

 
b) If the project APE is limited to within an area delineated in Attachment G, upon 

acceptance, no additional cultural resource survey is required, and the CRM shall 
continue to Stipulation II(C) in the Section 106 Project Review Process. 
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c) If the project APE is in an area not delineated in Attachments C, D, or G, the CRM 
shall determine the level of cultural resource survey necessary, depending on the size 
and location of the project APE based on the 2011 sensitivity model, as YPG lands are 
categorized as having low, moderate, or high potential to possess archaeological sites 
(summary provided in the Fiscal Year 2012-2016 ICRMP; the full study for the 
sensitivity model is available upon request from the CRM), and the survey percentage 
based on previous consultation with the SHPO in the development of this PA. 

 
(1) Undertakings in areas of low sensitivity for archaeological sites will be surveyed 

at less than 100 percent regardless of size of the project APE. 
 

(2) For undertakings with a project APE of 200 acres or less, that are not in low 
sensitivity areas or not in exempt areas as defined in Attachments C, D, or G, the 
CRM shall prepare and implement a survey approach using standard procedures 
based on appropriate SHPO guidance for identification efforts. 

 
(3) For undertakings with a project APE larger than 200 acres, that are not in low 

sensitivity areas or not in exempt areas as defined in Attachments C, D, or G, the 
CRM shall prepare the survey approach using the standard procedures based on 
appropriate SHPO guidance for identification efforts, and finalize the project 
APE and survey approach in consultation with the SHPO and Tribes. 

 
(a) The CRM shall provide the SHPO and Tribes the survey approach and 

project APE 30 days in advance of the proposed inventory and request 
comments. 

 
(b) The SHPO has 20 days upon receipt of all pertinent documentation to 

provide comments on the survey approach and project APE. If no comments 
are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt to 
contact the SHPO for comments before assuming concurrence with the 
USAG YPG survey approach and project APE. 

 
(c) The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the proposed 

survey approach or project APE; however, if they wish USAG YPG to 
consider their comments regarding the proposed survey approach or project 
APE, Tribes should submit comments in writing within 20 days of receipt of 
all pertinent documentation. 

 
(d) If there are comments, the CRM will consult to address comments and 

refine inventory planning efforts, as needed, prior to implementing the 
proposed inventory and survey. 

 
d) If the project APE is in an area not delineated in Attachments C, D, or G and there is a 

previous cultural resource survey completed but has not been reviewed or concurred 
on by the SHPO, USAG YPG shall proceed in accordance with Stipulation II(B)(3) 
for the review of that survey. 
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3. Evaluation of Surveyed Cultural Resources 
 

a) Surveys that identify inventoried areas with no archaeological sites, isolated features 
or artifacts, or other cultural resources will be defined as negative surveys. 

 
(1) The CRM shall provide reports of negative surveys to Tribes before finalizing the 

report. The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the negative 
surveys; however, if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments regarding 
the negative surveys, Tribes should submit comments in writing within 45 days 
of receipt of all pertinent documentation. If Tribes identify properties of 
traditional religious and cultural significance and/or Traditional Cultural 
Properties, the CRM shall proceed to Stipulation II(B)(3)(b) in the Section 106 
Project Review Process. 

 
(2) A list of finalized negative survey reports will be part of the Annual Report, and 

the CRM shall proceed to Stipulation II(B)(4) in the Section 106 Project Review 
Process. 

 
b) All newly identified cultural resources, and any previously identified but unevaluated 

cultural resources that could be affected by an undertaking, shall be evaluated by 
USAG YPG in accordance with 36 CFR Part 63 and bulletins, guidance, and 
documents produced by the National Park Service (NPS) to determine if they are 
historic properties and shall be assessed for effect by the proposed undertaking in 
accordance with Stipulation II(C)(1). All pertinent reports and determinations will be 
provided to the SHPO and Tribes for review and comment. 

 
(1) The SHPO shall provide a response to USAG YPG eligibility determinations and 

effect findings within 30 days of receipt of all pertinent documentation in 
accordance with Stipulation II(C)(2)(c) or Stipulation II(C)(3)(c). If no comments 
are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt to contact 
the SHPO for comments before assuming concurrence with USAG YPG 
determinations. If USAG YPG and the SHPO cannot resolve the issue within 30 
days, then USAG YPG shall forward the dispute to the Keeper of the NRHP for 
resolution at the conclusion of the 30 day period. 

 
(2) The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the eligibility 

determinations; however, if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments 
regarding the eligibility determinations, Tribes should submit comments in 
writing within 30 days of receipt of all pertinent documentation. 

 
c) USAG YPG shall consult with Tribes to identify properties of traditional religious and 

cultural significance (16 U.S.C. 470 Section 101[d][6][A]), and also potential 
Traditional Cultural Properties, in accordance with NPS Bulletin 38. Due to their 
unique nature, properties of traditional religious and cultural significance and 
Traditional Cultural Property determinations will be handled on a case-by-case basis, 
respecting the desires of the Tribes affected while expediting the mission of USAG 
YPG. 
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4. If the CRM does not identify any historic properties within the project APE, the CRM shall 
document this determination of “No Historic Properties Affected” for those undertakings 
for inclusion in the Annual Report, and USAG YPG has no further obligations under this 
stipulation. 

 
5. If the CRM identifies a historic property that may be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively 

affected within the project APE, the CRM shall continue the Section 106 Project Review 
Process. 

 
C. Evaluate Effects of the Undertaking 

 
1. The CRM shall assess the effects of the proposed undertaking on historic properties, 

including direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, using the criteria of adverse effects 
(36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1)) and shall make one of the following determinations: 

 
a) “No Historic Properties Affected”: if the CRM determines that historic properties 

present in the project APE will not be affected by the undertaking, the CRM shall 
document this determination for those undertakings for inclusion in the Annual 
Report, and USAG YPG has no further obligations under this stipulation. 

 
b) “No Adverse Effect to Historic Properties”: if the CRM determines that historic 

properties present in the project APE will not be adversely affected by the 
undertaking, and the undertaking is not included in Attachment H, the CRM shall 
proceed to Stipulation II(C)(2). 

 
c) “Adverse Effect to Historic Properties”: if the CRM determines that historic properties 

present in the project APE will be adversely affected by the undertaking, the CRM 
shall proceed to Stipulation II(C)(3). 

 
2. No Adverse Effect to Historic Properties 

 
a) For those undertakings with a finding of “No Adverse Effect to Historic Properties” 

the CRM shall provide the SHPO and Tribes with appropriate reports and/or 
documentation including, but not limited to, the following: 

 
(1) project description, to include depth and amount of ground disturbance 

anticipated; 
 

(2) APE map showing the location of the project and summary of survey efforts to 
identify historic properties; 

 
(3) description of the historic properties affected; 

 
(4) any photos, as necessary; and 

 
(5) finding of effect and request for concurrence on “No Adverse Effect to Historic 

Properties” finding from the SHPO. 
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b) The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the effect determination; 
however, if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments regarding the effect 
determination, Tribes should submit comments in writing within 30 days of receipt. 
If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt 
to contact the Tribes for comments. USAG YPG shall take any tribal comments 
received into consideration before concluding the consultation and will notify the 
SHPO of any tribal concerns and the USAG YPG response to those concerns. 

 
c) The SHPO shall provide a response to USAG YPG effect determination within 30 

days of receipt of all pertinent documentation. If no comments are received within that 
time, the CRM shall make a second attempt to contact the SHPO for comments before 
assuming concurrence with the USAG YPG effect determination. 

 
(1) If the SHPO concurs with the “No Adverse Effect to Historic Properties” finding, 

the CRM shall document this concurrence for inclusion in the Annual Report, 
and USAG YPG has no further obligations under this stipulation. 

 
(2) If the SHPO does not concur with the finding of “No Adverse Effect to Historic 

Properties,” the CRM shall consult with the SHPO for no more than a total of 
30 days, or other time period as agreed to between SHPO and the CRM, upon 
receipt of SHPO notification of non-concurrence to attempt to resolve the 
concerns identified by the SHPO. 

 
(a) If at the end of the 30 days, or agreed to specified time, the SHPO concurs 

with the finding of “No Adverse Effect to Historic Properties,” the CRM 
shall document this concurrence for inclusion in the Annual Report, and 
USAG YPG has no further obligations under this stipulation. 

 
(b) If at the end of the 30 days, or agreed to specified time, the SHPO does not 

concur with the finding of “No Adverse Effect to Historic Properties,” the 
CRM shall notify the ACHP in accordance with Stipulation IX. 

 
3. Adverse Effect to Historic Properties 

 
a) For those undertakings with a finding of “Adverse Effect to Historic Properties” the 

CRM shall provide the SHPO and Tribes with a packet of information including, but 
not limited to, the following: 

 
(1) project description, to include depth and amount of ground disturbance 

anticipated; 
 

(2) APE map showing the location of the project and summary of survey efforts to 
identify historic properties; 

 
(3) description of the historic properties affected; 

 
(4) documentation of alternatives considered to avoid or minimize the adverse effect 

and why they could not be accomplished; and 
 

(5) any photos, as necessary. 
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b) The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the effect determination; 
however, if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments regarding the effect 
determination, Tribes should submit comments in writing within 30 days of receipt. 
If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt 
to contact the Tribes for comments. USAG YPG shall take any tribal comments 
received into consideration before concluding the consultation and will notify the 
SHPO of any tribal concerns and USAG YPG response to those concerns. 

 
c) The SHPO shall provide any comments to the USAG YPG effect determination 

within 30 days of receipt of all pertinent documentation. 
 

D. Resolution of Adverse Effects 
 

1. The CRM shall notify Consulting Parties and the public within 10 days of notifying the 
SHPO and Tribes of an adverse effect finding for an undertaking using the following 
process: 

 
a) The CRM shall prepare and send a notification package for the Consulting Parties, 

including a description of the undertaking, an illustration of the project APE, a list of 
identified historic properties within the project APE, the explanation for the finding of 
adverse effects, steps taken or considered by USAG YPG to avoid or minimize the 
adverse effects, any SHPO comments received by USAG YPG regarding the 
undertaking, an invitation to participate in a consultation to resolve adverse effects, 
and proposed dates for a Consulting Parties meeting. 

 
b) The CRM shall post a notice of the adverse effects finding on the official USAG YPG 

website to include a description of the undertaking, a list of identified historic 
properties, the explanation for the finding of adverse effects, steps taken or considered 
by USAG YPG to avoid or minimize the adverse effects, any SHPO comments 
received by USAG YPG regarding the undertaking, and an invitation to provide 
written comment within 30 days of posting to the CRM. 

 
c) Consulting Parties are under no obligation to provide comments on the effect finding; 

however, if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments regarding the effect 
finding, Consulting Parties should submit comments in writing within 30 days of 
receipt. If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second 
attempt to contact the Consulting Parties for comments and if they wish to participate 
in the resolution of adverse effects. USAG YPG shall take any comments received 
into consideration before concluding the consultation and will notify the SHPO of any 
concerns and USAG YPG response to those concerns. 

 
2. The CRM shall organize a consultation meeting, to include the SHPO, approximately 

45 days after notifying Consulting Parties to discuss alternatives to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate the adverse effects. Additional meetings shall be scheduled as needed. 

 
3. If through consultation with the SHPO and Consulting Parties the undertaking avoids 

adverse effects, the CRM will document the alternatives utilized in an attempt to reduce the 
effects of the undertaking to a no adverse effects finding in consultation and in concurrence 
with all participating Consulting Parties and include them in the Annual Report, and 
USAG YPG has no further obligations under this stipulation. 
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4. If through consultation with the SHPO and Consulting Parties the adverse effects are 
minimized or mitigated, then the measures agreed to by USAG YPG, the SHPO, and 
Consulting Parties can be specified in a MOA in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(c) and 
filed with the ACHP upon execution. 

 
5. The ACHP will only participate in the resolution of adverse effects for individual 

undertakings if a written request is received from USAG YPG, the SHPO, or a Tribe. 
 
III. Establishing Areas for No Additional Cultural Resources Surveys 
 

A. In consultation with the SHPO and Tribes, the CRM shall develop a map, titled “Lands No 
Longer Requiring Cultural Resources Survey,” to define those YPG lands that require no 
additional cultural resources surveys, and shall update USAG YPG’s Geographic Information 
System (GIS) database to reflect these areas within one year of execution of this PA. 

 
B. USAG YPG shall use the following parameters to help define those areas: 

 
1. Lands that have been surveyed by previous investigations meeting current SHPO and 

Arizona State Museum Standards and which have been subject to Section 106 consultation 
to identify historic properties, or the lack there of, with the SHPO and Tribes for previous 
undertakings; 

 
2. Lands that have been extensively disturbed by past human activities; in general, these 

include developed areas such as cantonment areas, drop zones, and similar areas with little 
to no probability of subsurface deposits that have been previously bladed or similarly 
disturbed. 

 
C. The CRM shall prepare a draft map that illustrates these areas within 90 days of execution of this 

PA and provide it to SHPO and the Tribes for their review and comment. 
 

1. The SHPO shall provide a response to USAG YPG regarding the draft map within 30 days 
of receipt of all pertinent documentation (to include accompanying descriptive materials). 
If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt to 
contact the SHPO for comments. 

 
2. The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the draft map; however, if they 

wish USAG YPG to consider their comments regarding the areas that will not require 
additional cultural resources review, Tribes should submit comments in writing within 
30 days of receipt. If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a 
second attempt to contact the Tribes for comments. USAG YPG shall take any tribal 
comments received into consideration and will notify the SHPO of any tribal concerns and 
USAG YPG response to those concerns. 

 
D. The CRM shall prepare a draft final map within 60 days of receiving comments from the SHPO 

and Tribes and provide it to SHPO and the Tribes for their final review and concurrence. 
 

1. The SHPO shall provide a response to USAG YPG regarding the draft final map within 
30 days of receipt of all pertinent documentation (to include accompanying descriptive 
materials). If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second 
attempt to contact the SHPO for comments before assuming concurrence with USAG YPG 
draft final map. 
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2. The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the draft final map; however, if 
they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments regarding the areas that will not require 
additional cultural resources review, Tribes should submit comments in writing within 
30 days of receipt. If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a 
second attempt to contact the Tribes for comments. USAG YPG shall take any tribal 
comments received into consideration before concluding the consultation and will notify 
the SHPO of any tribal concerns and the USAG YPG response to those concerns. 

 
E. If the SHPO fails to concur on the map and USAG YPG and SHPO cannot reach a resolution on 

the map within 30 days of SHPO’s response, the matter shall be referred to the ACHP in 
accordance with Stipulation IX. 

 
F. USAG YPG shall include the “Lands No Longer Requiring Cultural Resources Survey” map in 

its GIS database, delineate on installation maps, and include it in this PA as Attachment G within 
120 days of its finalization. 

 
G. USAG YPG shall distribute to all Consulting Parties, in the format of their choice, the final 

“Lands No Longer Requiring Cultural Resources Survey” map within 120 days of its 
finalization. 

 
H. USAG YPG shall review the “Lands No Longer Requiring Cultural Resources Survey” map, in 

consultation with the SHPO and the tribes every two years, or more frequently as appropriate, 
following its finalization to determine if additional areas are to be included. 

 
IV. Sensitivity Model Update 
 

A. USAG YPG shall update the 2011 sensitivity model within two years after execution of this PA, 
and every five years thereafter in conjunction with major ICRMP updates, with new 
archaeological and ethnographic data, as long as this PA is in effect. 

 
B. Update intervals will be based on number of sites identified, areas surveyed, or number of 

locations refined. 
 

C. The SHPO and Tribes have reviewed the categorization of these areas as part of their 
concurrence with this PA. 

 
V. Post Review Discoveries 
 
This stipulation applies to any and all instances of post review discoveries, including: post review 
discovery of a cultural resource not previously identified in project review and after project approval and 
initiation; post review discovery of an effect not previously identified in project review and after project 
approval and initiation; or post review discovery of an effect willfully inflicted on identified historic 
property after project approval and initiation. In the event of a post review discovery, the CRM, under the 
authority of the Garrison Manager, can halt an undertaking until consultation under this PA has 
concluded. If the discovery is made as part of an ongoing contracting effort at YPG, the discovery must 
be reported immediately to the Contracting Officer, who has the authority to halt an undertaking. The 
Contracting Officer must notify the CRM within 24 hours. 
 

A. Post review discovery of a cultural resource not previously identified in project review and after 
project approval and initiation. 
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1. In the event cultural resource(s) are discovered in the implementation of a previously 
approved undertaking, the individual making the discovery shall notify the CRM within 
24 hours. 

 
2. The CRM shall ensure that all work ceases in the immediate vicinity (within an 

approximate 20 meter radius) to protect the newly identified cultural resource(s) within 
48 hours of the discovery. The cease-work area shall be marked with flags or visibility tape 
to clearly delineate the boundaries as appropriate. 

 
3. The CRM shall determine if the cultural resource(s) is/are eligible to the NRHP and notify 

the SHPO of the determination via phone within 72 hours of the discovery. If the SHPO 
concurs on non-eligibility of the cultural resource, USAG YPG has no further obligations 
under this stipulation. 

 
4. If the cultural resource is determined to be a historic property, in consultation with the 

SHPO, the CRM shall prepare and send a notification package to the SHPO and Tribes 
including a summary of the undertaking and how it was previously reviewed under this 
PA, an illustration of the cease-work area, a list of identified historic properties within the 
cease-work area, and the treatment plan to address effects within four days of the SHPO’s 
concurrence on NRHP eligibility. 

 
a) The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the post review discovery; 

however, if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments, Tribes should submit 
comments in writing within two days of receipt. If no comments are received within 
that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt to contact the Tribes for comments. 
USAG YPG shall take any tribal comments received into consideration and will notify 
the SHPO of any tribal concerns and the USAG YPG response to those concerns. 

 
b) The SHPO shall provide a response to USAG YPG regarding the post review 

discovery within two days of receipt of all pertinent documentation. If no comments 
are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt to contact the 
SHPO for comments. 

 
5. USAG YPG shall include an after action report regarding the post review discovery 

treatment plan in the Annual Report. 
 

B. Post review discovery of an effect not previously identified in project review and after project 
approval and initiation. 

 
1. In the event effects to historic properties are discovered in the implementation of a 

previously approved undertaking, the individual making the discovery shall notify the 
CRM within 24 hours. 

 
2. The CRM shall ensure that all work ceases in the immediate vicinity (within an 

approximate 20 meter radius) to protect the newly identified historic properties within 
48 hours of the discovery. The cease-work area shall be marked with flags or visibility tape 
to clearly delineate the boundaries as appropriate. 

 
3. The CRM shall determine if the effect is adverse and notify the SHPO of the determination 

via phone within 72 hours of the discovery. If the SHPO concurs with a no adverse effect 
finding, USAG YPG has no further obligations under this stipulation. 
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4. If the effect is determined to be adverse, in consultation with the SHPO, the CRM shall 
prepare and send a notification package for the SHPO and Tribes including a summary of 
the undertaking and how it was previously reviewed under this PA, an illustration of the 
cease-work area, a list of identified historic properties within the cease-work area, and the 
treatment plan to address effects within four days of the discovery. 

 
a) The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the post review discovery; 

however, if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments, Tribes should submit 
comments in writing within two days of receipt. If no comments are received within 
that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt to contact the Tribes for comments. 
USAG YPG shall take any tribal comments received into consideration and will notify 
the SHPO of any tribal concerns and the USAG YPG response to those concerns. 

 
b) The SHPO shall provide a response to USAG YPG regarding the post review 

discovery within two days of receipt of all pertinent documentation. If no comments 
are received within that time, the CRM shall make a second attempt to contact the 
SHPO for comments. 

 
5. USAG YPG shall include an after action report regarding the post review discovery 

treatment plan in the Annual Report. 
 
VI. Discovery of Human Remains in the Execution of a Previously Approved Undertaking 
 

A. If human remains are identified, including evidence of cremation, in the implementation of a 
previously approved undertaking, all activity shall immediately cease in the immediate area of 
the discovery. The individual making the discovery shall immediately notify the USAG YPG 
Garrison Manager and CRM. The CRM shall establish a minimum 20 meter radius around the 
area of discovery, which will be flagged and/or marked with visibility tape to protect the remains 
from further disturbance. 

 
1. If the remains appear to be the victim of a recent crime or accidental death, the USAG 

YPG Garrison Manager or CRM shall contact the appropriate authorities (military law 
enforcement, medical examiner, YPG Command Judge Advocate) immediately and notify 
them of the discovery. 

 
2. If the remains are determined to be Native American in origin, USAG YPG shall follow 

the requirements of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) and its implementing regulations, 43 CFR Part 10. 

 
a) The USAG YPG Garrison Manager shall initiate consultation with any known lineal 

descendants and culturally affiliated tribes by telephone notification and written 
confirmation within three working days. 

 
b) USAG YPG shall consult with the appropriate lineal descendants and culturally 

affiliated tribes on a written plan of action to address the remains. 
 

c) USAG YPG shall determine if the undertaking can be relocated. 
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d) If USAG YPG determines that relocation of the undertaking is feasible, then the 
undertaking shall be relocated to avoid the remains, and USAG YPG, in consultation 
with the lineal descendants and culturally affiliated tribes, shall decide on the best 
treatment for the remains, including in situ preservation. 

 
e) USAG YPG shall provide the SHPO a summary of the NAGPRA consultation within 

30 days of the consultation’s conclusion. 
 

3. If the remains are not Native American and do not warrant criminal investigation but are 
historic in nature, the CRM shall notify the SHPO within three days and shall consult to 
identify descendants or other interested parties, if any. USAG YPG, in consultation with 
SHPO and any interested parties, shall develop a plan for the respectful treatment and 
disposition of the remains within 180 days of the discovery. 

 
VII. Emergency Situations 
 

A. Emergency situations are those deemed necessary by USAG YPG as an immediate and direct 
response to a disaster or emergency declared by the President of the United States or Governor 
of Arizona, or other immediate threat to life or property. Emergency situations under this PA are 
only those implemented within 30 days from the declared disaster or emergency unless an 
extension is granted. 

 
B. USAG YPA shall notify the SHPO via telephone within 48 hours of commencing the emergency 

situation. 
 

C. USAG YPG shall include a summary of all emergency situations in the Annual Report. 
 

D. Immediate rescue and salvage operations to preserve life or property are exempt from Section 
106 of the NHPA and are outside the scope of this PA. 

 
VIII. Annual Report and Review 
 

A. USAG YPG shall prepare an annual report and distribute it to all Consulting Parties, except the 
ACHP, within 75 days of each new fiscal year in Fiscal Year 2016. The report shall include, but 
is not limited to, the following: 

 
1. A list of negative survey reports produced; 

 
2. A list of surveys with identified cultural resources; 

 
3. A list of newly identified historic properties (updated Attachment B); 

 
4. A list of undertakings that were reviewed but had no effect on historic properties; 

 
5. A list of undertakings that were reviewed but had no adverse effect on historic properties; 

 
6. A list of undertakings that had an adverse effect on historic properties along with their 

mitigation; 
 

7. A list of all inadvertent discoveries; 
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8. Proposed USAG YPG cultural resources program activities or changes; 
 

9. A list of any newly proposed undertakings; and 
 

10. Any changes USAG YPG might consider toward improvement in implementation of any 
stipulations. 

 
B. Consulting Parties should provide comments to USAG YPG regarding the Annual Report within 

30 days of receipt. 
 

C. USAG YPG shall ensure that the public is made aware of the availability of the Annual Report 
on its website, and that interested members of the public are invited to provide comments to the 
USAG YPG. 

 
D. USAG YPG shall hold an annual meeting with the Consulting Parties to review the 

implementation of this PA and any amendments that may be proposed no later than February 
15th, starting 2016 and annually thereafter during the life of this PA. The meeting shall provide 
an opportunity to discuss the successes and shortcomings of the PA, its general implementation, 
and any proposed changes, including consideration of exempting activities that result in a finding 
of no adverse effect. 

 
IX. Dispute Resolution 
 

A. Should any signatory or Consulting Party to this PA object at any time to any actions proposed 
or the manner in which the terms of this PA are implemented, USAG YPG shall consult with 
such party to resolve the objection. If USAG YPG determines that such objection cannot be 
resolved, USAG YPG will: 

 
1. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including USAG YPG’s proposed 

resolution, to the ACHP. The ACHP shall provide USAG YPG with its opinion on the 
resolution of the objection within 30 days of receiving adequate documentation. Prior to 
reaching a final decision on the dispute, USAG YPG shall prepare a written response that 
takes into account any timely opinion or comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP, 
signatories and Consulting Parties, and provide them with a copy of this written response. 
USAG YPG will then proceed according to its final decision. 

 
2. If the ACHP does not provide its comments regarding the dispute within the 30 day time 

period, USAG YPG may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed accordingly. 
Prior to reaching such a final decision, USAG YPG shall prepare a written response that 
takes into account any timely comments regarding the dispute from the signatories and 
Consulting Parties to the PA, and provide them and the ACHP with a copy of such written 
response. 

 
B. The responsibilities of USAG YPG to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this PA 

that are not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged. 
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C. At any time during implementation of the measures stipulated in this PA, should an objection 
pertaining to this PA or the effect of an undertaking on historic properties be raised by a member 
of the public, USAG YPG shall notify the parties to this PA and take the objection into account, 
consulting with the objector and, should the objector so request, with any of the parties to this 
PA to resolve the objection. 

 
X. Amendments 
 

A. This PA may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by all signatories. 
Any signatory to this PA may propose an amendment in writing to USAG YPG. 

 
B. USAG YPG shall consult with the signatories to this PA to consider the proposed amendment. If 

there is agreement among all signatories, the document shall be amended accordingly and the 
amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the signatories is filed with the 
ACHP. 

 
XI. Termination 
 

A. If a signatory to this PA determines it is not being implemented in accordance with its terms, that 
party may propose that the agreement be terminated. 

 
B. The party proposing termination shall notify all signatories, explain the reasons for the proposed 

termination, and afford all signatories 30 days from receipt of the notification to consult and seek 
alternatives to termination. The consultation shall include all signatories, concurring parties, and 
any other parties that may be affected by the termination. 

 
C. If the consultation fails to find alternatives to termination, then any signatory may terminate the 

PA upon written notification to the other signatories, concurring parties, and other consulting 
parties in writing that this PA is terminated. 

 
D. Once the PA is terminated, and prior to work continuing on any undertaking, USAG YPG must 

either (a) execute a MOA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6, or (b) request, take into account, and 
respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7. USAG YPG shall notify the 
signatories as to the course of action it will pursue. 

 
XII. Monitoring 
 

The SHPO and the ACHP may monitor any activities carried out pursuant to this PA, and the 
ACHP will review any activities if so requested. The USAG YPG Garrison Manager will 
cooperate with the SHPO and the ACHP should they request to monitor or to review project files 
for activities carried out pursuant to this PA. 
 

XIII. Duration 
 

A. This PA will become effective on the date of the final signature and continue in force for 10 
years. 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
 
CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Bureau of Land Management, Yuma Field Office 
 
 
  Date:  
John D. MacDonald, Field Manager    
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
 
CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Western Area Power Administration 
 
 
  Date:  
Ronald Moulton, Acting Desert Southwest Regional Manager, 
Department of Energy 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
 
CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
 
 
  Date:  
Louis J. Manuel, Jr., Chairman    
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
 
CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Chemehuevi Indian Tribe 
 
 
  Date:  
Edward D. Smith, Chairman    
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
 
CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Cocopah Indian Tribe 
 
 
  Date:  
Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman    
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
 
CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Colorado River Indian Tribes 
 
 
  Date:  
Wayne Patch, Chairman    
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 
 
 
  Date:  
Ruben Balderas, President    
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AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
 
CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Fort Mojave Indian Tribe 
 
 
  Date:  
Timothy Williams, Chairman    
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Gila River Indian Community 
 
 
  Date:  
Gregory Mendoza, Governor    
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THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REGARDING THE 

OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
YUMA PROVING GROUND, ARIZONA 

 
 
CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Hopi Tribe 
 
 
  Date:  
Herman G. Honanie, Chairman    
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Quechan Indian Tribe 
 
 
  Date:  
Keeny Escalanti, President    
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
 
 
  Date:  
Diane Enos, Chairwoman    
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
 
 
  Date:  
Terry Rambler, Chairman    
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Tohono O’odham Nation 
 
 
  Date:  
Ned Norris, Jr., Chairman    
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THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, YUMA PROVING GROUND, 
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
 
 
  Date:  
Thomas Beauty, Chairman    
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
 
 
  Date:  
Ernest Jones, Sr., President    
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Site Number Primary Site Type 
 

Direct Fire Range and Ammunition Storage, 
Handling, and Testing Facilities 

District Eligible Sites 
SHPO letter 11/29/92 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 

AZ X:4:66(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:46(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:47(ASM) Cleared area, rock cluster, lithic 

scatter 
AZ X:4:50(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:4:52(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:4:53(ASM) Cleared area, rock cluster, lithic 

scatter 
AZ X:4:54(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:4:55(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:56(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:4:57(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:58(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:4:59(ASM)  Rock rings 
AZ X:4:48(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:4:49(ASM) Cleared area, rock cluster, lithic 

scatter 
AZ X:4:51(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ-050-1202 Cleared areas 
AZ-050-1204 Lithic scatter 
AZ-050-1205 Rock ring 
AZ X:4:63(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ X:4:65(ASM)  Rock ring, rock cluster 
AZ X:4:67(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:4:68(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:3:108(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:109(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:87(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:88(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:90(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:91(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:34(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:35(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:36(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:38(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:39(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:40(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:43(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:45(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:92(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:93(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:94(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:95(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:96(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:97(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:98(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:100(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:101(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ X:3:102(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ X:3:103(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:104(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:105(ASM) Cleared area 

Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ X:3:106(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ X:3:107(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:62(ASM)  Cleared area 
AZ X:4:60(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:61(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:64(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:3:504(ASM) Cleared area 

 
White Tanks Management Area 

District Eligible Sites 
SHPO letter 9/24/92 (Hoffman to Vander Zyl) 

AZ S:14:10(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:11(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:12(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ S:14:13(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:14(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:15(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:16(ASM) Quarry 
AZ S:14:17(ASM) Quarry 
AZ S:14:18(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:19(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:20(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:21(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:22(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:23(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:24(ASM) Rock cluster/pile 
AZ S:14:25(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:26(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:27(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:28(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:29(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:30(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:31(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:32(ASM) Rock cairns, lithic & ceramic 

scatter 
AZ S:14:33(ASM) Rock alignment 
AZ S:14:34(ASM) Quarry 
AZ S:14:35(ASM) Quarry 
AZ S:14:36(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter 
AZ S:14:37(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:38(ASM) Quarry 
AZ S:14:39(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:40(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:41(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:42(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:43(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:44(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:45(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:46(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:47(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:48(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ S:14:49(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter 
AZ S:14:50(ASM) Quarry 
AZ S:14:51(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ S:14:52(ASM) Historic Malcolm Rogers camp 
AZ S:14:53(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ S:14:54(ASM) Rock ring 
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Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ S:14:55(ASM) Trail segment 

 
Yuma Wash District Eligible Sites 

SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:20(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:21(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:14:22(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:23(ASM) Cleared area, compressed 

gravel area 
AZ R:14:24(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:25(ASM) Cleared area, rock ring 
AZ R:14:26(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:27(ASM) Cleared area, rock ring 
AZ R:14:28(ASM) Cleared area, rock ring 
AZ R:14:29(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:30(ASM) Rock ring, rock cluster, cleared 

area 
AZ R:14:31(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:32(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:33(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:34(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:35(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:36(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:37(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:38(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:39(ASM) Cairn, rock clusters, cleared 

areas 
AZ R:14:40(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:41(ASM) Rock rings, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:42(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:43(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:44(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:45(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:46(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:47(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:48(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:49(ASM) Rock cairn 
AZ R:14:50(ASM) Rock pile, cleared areas 
AZ R:14:51(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:52(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:53(ASM) Cleared areas, rock cluster 
AZ R:14:54(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:55(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ R:14:56(ASM) Cleared areas, rock ring 
AZ R:14:57(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed 

gravel area, rock rings 
AZ R:14:58(ASM) Cleared area, rock ring 
AZ R:14:59(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:60(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:61(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:62(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:63(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:64(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed 

gravel areas 
AZ R:14:65(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:66(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:67(ASM) Cleared areas, rock rings, 

Site Number Primary Site Type 
compressed gravel area 

AZ R:14:68(ASM) Cleared areas, rock rings 
AZ R:14:69(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:70(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:71(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed 

gravel areas 
AZ R:14:72(ASM) Cleared areas, rock ring, rock 

clusters 
AZ R:14:73(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:74(ASM) Rock rings, compressed gravel 

areas, cleared area 
AZ R:14:75(ASM) Cleared areas, rock ring? 
AZ R:14:76(ASM) Cleared areas, rock rings, 

compressed gravel areas 
AZ R:14:77(ASM) Cleared areas, rock rings, 

clusters 
AZ R:14:78(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:79(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:80(ASM) Rock rings, rock clusters, 

compressed gravel areas 
AZ R:14:81(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed 

gravel areas, rock ring 
AZ R:14:82(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:83(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:84(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:14:85(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:86(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:87(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:88(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ R:14:89(ASM) Rock ring, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:90(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:91(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:14:92(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:14:93(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:94(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:96(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters, 

rock cairn 
AZ R:14:97(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:98(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:99(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:100(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:101(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:102(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed 

gravel areas 
AZ R:14:103(ASM) Cleared areas, rock rings, 

alignments, clusters 
AZ R:14:106(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:107(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed 

gravel areas 
AZ R:14:108(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:109(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:110(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:111(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:112(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:113(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter 
AZ R:14:114(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:115(ASM) Rock rings 
AZ R:14:116(ASM) Cleared area 
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Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ R:14:117(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:118(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:119(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:120(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:121(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:14:122(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:123(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:124(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:125(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:126(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:127(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:128(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:129(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:14:130(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:131(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:132(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:14:133(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:134(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:135(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:136(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:137(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:138(ASM) Rock rings 
AZ R:14:139(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:140(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:141(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:144(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:145(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:146(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:147(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:148(ASM) Rock rings 
AZ R:14:149(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:150(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:151(ASM) Possible cleared area (impact 

crater?) 
AZ R:14:152(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:153(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:154(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:155(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:156(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:157(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:158(ASM) Rock alignments 
AZ R:14:159(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:160(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:161(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:162(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:163(ASM) Rock ring, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:164(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:14:165(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:14:166(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:167(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:168(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:169(ASM) Rock rings 
AZ R:14:170(ASM) Rock alignments 
AZ R:14:171(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:172(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:173(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:174(ASM) Rock ring 

Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ R:14:175(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:176(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:177(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:178(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:179(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:180(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:14:181(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:182(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:14:183(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:184(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:185(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:186(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:14:187(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:14:188(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:189(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:190(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:191(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:192(ASM) Rock ring, rock clusters 
AZ R:14:193(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:194(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:14:195(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:196(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:197(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:198(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:199(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:200(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:201(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:202(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:203(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:204(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:205(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:206(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:207(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:208(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:209(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:210(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:14:211(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:212(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:213(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:214(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:215(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:216(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:217(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:14:218(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:97(ASM) Rock ring, rock cluster 
AZ R:15:98(ASM) Cleared area, compressed 

gravel area 
AZ R:15:99(ASM) Rock rings 
AZ R:15:100(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:101(ASM) Cleared area, compressed 

gravel area 
AZ R:15:102(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:15:103(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:104(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:105(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:106(ASM) Cleared areas, rock rings 
AZ R:15:107(ASM) Rock ring 
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Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ R:15:108(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:15:109(ASM) Compressed gravel areas 
AZ R:15:110(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:15:111(ASM) Rock ring, rock cluster, rock 

alignment 
AZ R:15:112(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:15:113(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:15:114(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:15:115(ASM) Cleared areas, rock rings, rock 

clusters 
AZ R:15:116(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed  

gravel area, rock ring 
AZ R:15:117(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed 

gravel area 
AZ R:15:118(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:119(ASM) Cleared areas, rock rings 
AZ R:15:120(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:121(ASM) Rock rings, rock clusters 
AZ R:15:122(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:123(ASM) Cleared areas, compressed 

gravel area 
AZ R:15:124(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:125(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:126(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:127(ASM) Cleared areas 
AZ R:15:128(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:129(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:130(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:131(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:132(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:133(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:134(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:135(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:136(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:137(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:138(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:139(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:140(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:141(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:142(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:143(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:144(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:145(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:146(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:147(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:148(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:149(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:150(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:151(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:152(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:153(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:154(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:155(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:156(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:157(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:158(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:159(ASM) Cleared area 

Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ R:15:160(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:161(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:162(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:163(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:164(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:165(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:166(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:167(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:168(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:169(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:170(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:171(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:172(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ R:15:173(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:174(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:15:175(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:176(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:15:177(ASM) Rock rings 
AZ R:15:178(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:15:179(ASM) Rock clusters 
AZ R:15:180(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:181(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:15:182(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:15:183(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:14:21(ASM) Lithic scatter 

 
Extended Combat Systems Maneuver Area 

District Eligible Sites — SHPO letter 1/13/2000 
(Howard to Gauna) 

AZ X:4:106(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:107(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:108(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:109(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter 
AZ X:4:110(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:111(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:112(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter 
AZ X:4:113(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:114(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:115(ASM) Rock cairn 
AZ X:4:116(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:117(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:118(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:119(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:121(ASM) Cobble cluster 
AZ X:4:122(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:123(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:124(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:125(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:126(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:127(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:128(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:129(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:130(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:131(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:132(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:133(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:134(ASM) Lithic scatter 
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Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ X:4:135(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:136(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:137(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:138(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:139(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:140(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:141(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:142(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:143(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:144(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:145(ASM) Rock ring/rock cairn 
AZ X:4:146(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:147(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:149(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:150(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:151(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:152(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:153(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:154(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:155(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:156(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:159(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:160(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:161(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:162(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:163(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:164(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:165(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:166(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:167(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:168(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:169(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:170(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:171(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:172(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:173(ASM) Ceramic scatter 
AZ X:4:174(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:175(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:176(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:177(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:178(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:179(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:180(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:181(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:182(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:183(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:184(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:185(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:186(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:187(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:188(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:189(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:190(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:191(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:192(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:193(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:194(ASM) Lithic scatter 

Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ X:4:195(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:196(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:197(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:198(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:199(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:200(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:201(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:202(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:203(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:204(ASM) Rock cluster, rock alignment 
AZ X:4:205(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:206(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:207(ASM) Rock cairn 
AZ X:4:208(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:209(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:210(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:211(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ X:4:212(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:213(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:214(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:215(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:216(ASM) Historic mine with numerous 

features 
AZ X:4:217(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:218(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:219(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:220(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:221(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:222(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:223(ASM) Rock cairns 
AZ X:4:224(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:225(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:226(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:227(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:228(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:229(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:230(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:231(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:232(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:233(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:234(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:235(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:236(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:237(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:238(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:239(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:240(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:241(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:242(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:243(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:244(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:245(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:246(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:247(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:248(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:249(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:250(ASM) Trail segment 
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Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ X:4:251(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:252(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:253(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:254(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:255(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:256(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:257(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:258(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:259(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:260(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:261(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:262(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:263(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:264(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:265(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:266(ASM) Rock cluster 
AZ X:4:267(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:268(ASM) Lithic scatter 
 AZ X:4:269(ASM)  Lithic scatter 

 
Mohave Tanks and Mohave Wash 

District Eligible Sites 
SHPO-2000-3029(3921, 5295, 10290) 

AZ R:11:62(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ R:11:81(ASM) Cleared area, rock ring, rock 

cairn 
AZ R:11:82(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ R:11:83(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:11:87(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ R:11:88(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ R:11:89(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ R:11:91(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ R:11:92(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ R:11:93(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ R:11:94(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ R:11:95(ASM) Rockshelter 
AZ R:11:108(ASM) Rock cluster 

 
Red Bluff Range Combat Systems 

Maneuver Area District Eligible Sites 
SHP0-2002-743(16273) 

AZ X:4:275(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:276(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:277(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:278(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:279(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:280(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:281(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:282(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:283(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:284(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:285(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:286(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:287(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:288(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:289(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:290(ASM) Lithic scatter 

Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ X:4:291(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:292(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:293(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:294(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:295(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:297(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:298(ASM) Rock alignment/rock cluster 
AZ X:4:299(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:300(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:301(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:302(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:303(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:305(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:306(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:307(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:308(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:309(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:310(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:311(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:312(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:313(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:314(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:315(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:316(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:317(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:318(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:320(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:321(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:322(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:323(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:324(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:325(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:326(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:327(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:328(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:329(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:330(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:331(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:332(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:333(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:334(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:335(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:336(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:337(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:338(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:339(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:340(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:341(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:343(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:344(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:345(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:346(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:347(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:348(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:349(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:350(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:351(ASM) Lithic scatter 
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Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ X:4:352(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:353(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:354(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:355(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:356(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:357(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:358(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:359(ASM) Rock ring 
AZ X:4:360(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:361(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:362(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:363(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:365(ASM) Cleared area 
AZ X:4:366(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:367(ASM) Lithic scatter 

Site Number Primary Site Type 
AZ X:4:368(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:369(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:370(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:371(ASM) Lithic scatter 
AZ X:4:372(ASM) Trail segment 
AZ X:4:304(ASM) Lithic scatter 

 
Camp Laguna District Eligible Site 

SHPO-2010-1455(87640)CNAE 
AZ X:3:368(ASM) Major World War II military 

training camp 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Individually Eligible Sites
 

Site Number Primary Site Type SHPO Concurrence
AZ 050-0897 Rock rings, cleared areas SHPO email 3/19/09 (Griffith to McDonald); also SHPO-

2010-0218(76634)CNAE 
AZ R:11:2(ASM) Quarry SHPO letter 4/18/88 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:3(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 4/18/88 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:4(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 4/18/88 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:5(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 4/18/88 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:6(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 4/18/88 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:7(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 4/18/88 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:8(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 4/18/88 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:16(ASM) Quarry, lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/18/89 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:33(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:11:36(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:37(ASM) Rock ring SHPO-2003-0767(16489)NHPA conditional 
AZ R:11:38(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:39(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:40(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:41(ASM) Rock alignment SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:42(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:43(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:45(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:46(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:47(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:48(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:49(ASM) Ceramic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:50(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:51(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:52(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:53(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:54(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:55(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:56(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:57(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:58(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:59(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:60(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:61(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
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Individually Eligible Sites
 

Site Number Primary Site Type SHPO Concurrence
AZ R:11:71(ASM) Rock art SHPO letter 5/23/96 (Heathington to Mitchell) 
AZ R:11:118(ASM) Rock rings SHPO email 3/19/09 (Griffith to McDonald); also SHPO-

2010-0218(76634)CNAE 
AZ R:11:123(ASM) Trail segment SHP0-2004-1207(21852) 
AZ R:11:124(ASM) Rock alignment SHP0-2004-1207(21852) 
AZ R:11:125(ASM) Rock ring SHP0-2004-1207(21852) 
AZ R:11:134(ASM) Trail segment SHPO email 3/19/09 (Griffith to McDonald); also SHPO-

2010-0218(76634)CNAE 
AZ R:11:137(ASM) Trail segment SHPO email 3/19/09 (Griffith to McDonald); also SHPO-

2010-0218(76634)CNAE 
AZ R:11:138(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO email 3/19/09 (Griffith to McDonald); also SHPO-

2010-0218(76634)CNAE 
AZ R:11:178(ASM) Ceramic scatter SHPO‐2012‐0367(101162)DOE 
AZ R:11:184(ASM) Trail segment SHPO‐2012‐0367(101162)DOE 
AZ R:11:193(ASM) Trail segment SHPO‐2012‐0367(101162)DOE 
AZ R:14:219(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:220(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:221(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:222(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:223(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:224(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:225(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:226(ASM) Cleared area, compressed 

gravel area 
SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 

AZ R:14:227(ASM) Rock alignment SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:228(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:229(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:230(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:231(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:232(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:233(ASM) Rock alignment SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:234(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:235(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:236(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:237(ASM) Cleared area, compressed 

gravel area 
SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 

AZ R:14:238(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:239(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:240(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:241(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:242(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:243(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:244(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:245(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:246(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:247(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:248(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:249(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:250(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:14:257(ASM) Trail segment SHP0-2003-1484(20340) 
AZ R:15:1(ASM) Cleared areas SHPO letter 7/2/84 (Fryman to Enson, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, LA District) 
AZ R:15:2(ASM) Trail segment SHPO letter 7/2/84 (Fryman to Enson, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, LA District) 
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Individually Eligible Sites
 

Site Number Primary Site Type SHPO Concurrence
AZ R:15:3(ASM) Trail segment SHPO letter 7/2/84 (Fryman to Enson, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, LA District) 
AZ R:15:4(ASM) Trail segment SHPO letter 7/2/84 (Fryman to Enson, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, LA District) 
AZ R:15:5(ASM) Trail segment SHPO letter 7/2/84 (Fryman to Enson, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, LA District) 
AZ R:15:6(ASM) Trail segment SHPO letter 7/2/84 (Fryman to Enson, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, LA District) 
AZ R:15:7(ASM) Trail segment SHPO letter 7/2/84 (Fryman to Enson, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, LA District) 
AZ R:15:184(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:185(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:186(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:187(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:188(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:189(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:190(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:191(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:192(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:193(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:194(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:195(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:196(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:197(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:198(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:199(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:200(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:201(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:202(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:203(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:204(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:205(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:206(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:207(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:208(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:209(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:210(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:211(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:212(ASM) Cleared areas SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:213(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:214(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:215(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:216(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 11/8/93 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:217(ASM) Cleared area, rock ring SHPO letter 9/9/94 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ R:15:220(ASM) Lithic scatter Unknown 
AZ R:15:221(ASM) Rock ring Unknown 
AZ R:15:222(ASM) Rock alignment Unknown 
AZ R:15:223(ASM) Rock alignment Unknown 
AZ R:15:224(ASM) Lithic scatter Unknown 
AZ R:15:225(ASM) Trail segment Unknown 
AZ R:15:252(ASM) Cleared area SHP0-2003-1484(20340) 
AZ R:15:258(ASM) Rock ring SHPO-2004-1171(21054) 
AZ R:15:262(ASM) Cleared areas, rock clusters SHPO-2008-1491(37683)DOE 
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Individually Eligible Sites
 

Site Number Primary Site Type SHPO Concurrence
AZ R:15:263(ASM) Rock cluster SHPO-2008-1491(37683)DOE 
AZ R:15:264(ASM) Rock ring SHPO-2008-1491(37683)DOE 
AZ R:15:265(ASM) Rock ring SHPO-2008-1491(37683)DOE 
AZ R:15:266(ASM) Cleared area SHPO-2008-1491(37683)DOE 
AZ R:15:272(ASM) Road SHPO-2012-1059(108839)DOE 
AZ R:15:281(ASM) Road SHPO-2012-1059(108839)DOE 
AZ R:15:285(ASM) Rock rings, lithics SHPO-2011-0339(90091)CNAE 
AZ S:14:62(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ S:14:63(ASM) Petroglyph SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ S:14:66(ASM) Rock cairn, trail segment, & 

lithic scatter 
SHPO-2000-0704(579) 

AZ S:14:67(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ S:14:70(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ S:14:71(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ S:14:72(ASM) Petroglyph SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ S:14:73(ASM) Trail segment SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ X:3:53(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 9/21/92 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:3:54(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 9/21/92 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:3:55(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 9/21/92 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:3:110(ASM) Cleared area SHPO letter 9/21/92 (Gasser to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:3:346(ASM) Cleared area SHPO-2009-1047(40482)NHPA 
AZ X:3:371(ASM) Road, State Route 95 SHPO-2000-1125(1088) 
AZ X:3:384(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2000-1125(1088) 
AZ X:3:385(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2000-1125(1088) 
AZ X:3:401(ASM) Lithic & ceramic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:402(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:403(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:404(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:405(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:406(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:407(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:471(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:473(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2001-1772(32845)CNAE 
AZ X:3:489(ASM) Cleared area SHPO-2009-1047(40482)NHPA 
AZ X:3:496(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2009-1047(40482)NHPA 
AZ X:3:529(ASM) Quarry SHPO-2010-1498(87828)DOE 
AZ X:4:69(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 3/12/97 (Heathington to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:4:70(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO letter 3/12/97 (Heathington to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:4:71(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 3/12/97 (Heathington to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:4:72(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 3/12/97 (Heathington to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:4:73(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 3/12/97 (Heathington to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:4:74(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 3/12/97 (Heathington to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:4:75(ASM) Rock ring SHPO letter 3/12/97 (Heathington to Vander Zyl) 
AZ X:4:393(ASM) Road SHPO-2012-1059(108839)DOE 
AZ Y:1:5(ASM) Lithic scatter Concurrence based on Effland, R. W. and Margerie Green, 

1983, "Cultural Resource Investigations for the Yuma 500 
kV Transmission Line, Arizona Public Service Company," 
and Schilz, Allan J., Richard l. Carrico, and Jay Thesken, 
"Archaeological Investigations in Southwestern Arizona:  
The APS Yuma 500kV Transmission Line." 

AZ Y:1:155(ASM) Ground stone quarry SHPO-2012-1122(109098)DOE 
AZ Y:1:157(ASM) Ground stone SHPO-2012-1122(109098)DOE 
AZ Y:1:159(ASM) Ground stone SHPO-2012-1122(109098)DOE 



 Attachment B 
 

Yuma Proving Ground List of Identified Historic Properties 
 

10/7/2014 
Programmatic Agreement Among the United States Army Garrison, Yuma Proving Ground, the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Regarding the Operations, Maintenance, and Development of Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona 

48 of 57 

 

Individually Eligible Sites
 

Site Number Primary Site Type SHPO Concurrence
AZ Y:2:37(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ Y:2:39(ASM) Rock ring SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ Y:2:40(ASM) Lithic scatter SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ Y:2:42(ASM) Military WWII training area 

with numerous features 
SHPO-2000-0704(579) 

AZ Y:2:43(ASM) Military training area SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ Y:2:45(ASM) Cleared area, rock ring SHPO-2000-0704(579) 
AZ-050-1162 Rockshelter/alcove SHPO-2006-2194(30908) 
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Acronyms: 
ACHP – Advisory Council on Historic Preservation  
APE – Area of Potential Effects 
BLM – Bureau of Land Management 
CFR – Code of Federal Regulations 
CRM – Cultural Resources Manager 
GIS - Geographic Information System 
ICRMP - Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan 
MOA – Memorandum of Agreement 
NAGPRA - Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NHPA - National Historic Preservation Act 
NPS – National Park Service 
NRHP - National Register of Historic Places  
PA – Programmatic Agreement 
SHPO – State Historic Preservation Officer 
SOP – Standard Operating Procedure 
USAG YPG – United States Army Garrison Yuma Proving Ground 
USC – United States Code 
USFWS – U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
YPG – Yuma Proving Ground 
 
Definitions: 
 
1. Area of potential effects - the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or 

indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. 
The area of potential effects is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be 
different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking. 

2. Contaminated area -Any area where there are known or suspected hazardous substances, pollutants, 
hazardous wastes, radioactive materials, and similar contaminants, including Department of Defense-
unique materials such as munitions or unexploded munitions (dud ammunition or explosives) 
regardless of type.  These include non-ordnance contaminated areas and ordnance contaminated 
historic World War II training areas. 
a. Non-ordnance contaminated areas – all areas contaminated with constituents other than 

munitions, such as state and federally regulated contaminated sites. 
b. Ordnance contaminated historic World War II training areas – World War II training areas, 

such as mortar impact ranges, etc., that are ordnance contaminated.  
3. Consultation - the process of seeking, discussing, and considering the views of other participants, 

and, where feasible, seeking agreement with them regarding matters arising in the Section 106 
process.  

4. Consulting parties – parties with consultative roles in the Section 106 process, as provided for in 36 
CFR §800.2(c). Consulting parties specifically include the State Historic Preservation Officer, 
federally recognized Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations, representatives of local 
governments, applicants for Federal assistance or for a Federal permit, license, or other approval, and 
certain individuals and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the undertaking. There are three 
types of consulting parties with different roles regarding their participation in the agreement 
document to resolve adverse effects to historic properties – signatory, invited signatory, and 
concurring party. 
a. Signatory – consulting party with the sole authority to execute, amend, and terminate the 

agreement, generally the Federal agency, SHPO, and ACHP. 
b. Invited Signatory - consulting party with the authority to amend and terminate the agreement, 

such as an applicant for a Federal permit. 
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c. Concurring party - consulting party asked to concur in the agreement, indicating acceptance of 
the process leading to the agreement and a desire and willingness to participate in future 
consultations, such as representative of local government; however, cannot prevent the agreement 
from being executed, amended, or terminated. 

5. Effect - alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion in or 
eligibility for the National Register. 

6. Historic Property - Any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, 
or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that are related to and located within such 
properties. The term includes properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian 
tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the National Register criteria. 

7. Impact area - The ground and associated airspace within the training complex used to contain fired, 
or launched ammunition and explosives, and the resulting fragments, debris, and components from 
various weapon systems. A weapon system impact area is the area within the surface danger zone 
used to contain fired, or launched ammunition and explosives, and the resulting fragments, debris, 
and components. Indirect fire weapon system impact areas include probable error for range and 
deflection. Direct fire weapon system impact areas encompass the total surface danger zone from the 
firing point or position downrange to distance X (the maximum distance a projectile will travel when 
fired or launched at a given quadrant elevation with a given charge or propulsion system). 
a. Temporary impact area.  An impact area within the training complex used for a limited period 

of time to contain fired or launched ammunition and explosives and the resulting fragments, 
debris, and components. Temporary impact areas are normally used for non-dud producing 
ammunition or explosives, and should be able to be cleared and returned to other training 
support following termination of firing. 

b. Dedicated impact area.  An impact area that is permanently designated within the training 
complex and used indefinitely to contain fired or launched ammunition and explosives and the 
resulting fragments, debris, and components. Dedicated impact areas are normally used for non-
sensitive ammunition and explosives. 

c. High-hazard impact area.  An impact area that is permanently designated within the training 
complex and used to contain sensitive high explosive ammunition and explosives and the 
resulting fragments, debris, and components.  High hazard impact areas are normally established 
as part of dedicated impact areas where access is limited and strictly controlled due to the 
extreme hazard of dud ordnance (that is, highly sensitive ammunition and explosives). 

8. Program Comment – the findings and recommendations of the ACHP concerning a specific 
category of undertakings formally provided in writing to the head of a Federal agency under Section 
106. Under 36 CFR §800.14(e), agencies can request the ACHP to provide a Program Comment on a 
particular category of undertakings in lieu of conducting individual reviews of each individual 
undertaking under such category. An agency can meet its Section 106 responsibilities for considering 
the effects of those undertakings on historic properties by following the steps set forth in the Program 
Comment. 

9. Programmatic Agreement - document that records the terms and conditions agreed upon to resolve 
the potential adverse effects of a Federal agency program, complex undertaking, or other situations in 
accordance with 36 CFR §800.14(b). 

10. Undertaking - a project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the direct or indirect 
jurisdiction of a Federal agency, including those carried out by or on behalf of a Federal agency; 
those carried out with Federal financial assistance; and those requiring a Federal permit, license or 
approval. 

11. Unexploded ordnance - ammunition and explosives which have been primed fused, armed, or 
otherwise prepared for action and which have been fired, dropped, launched, projected, or placed in 
such a manner as to constitute a hazard to operations, installations/communities, personnel, or 
materiel, and remains unexploded either by malfunction or design or any other cause. 
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OVERVIEW 
Archaeological investigation methods are designed to discover material evidence of past cultural activities.  It 
is possible; however, that buried archaeological deposits may remain undetected during the survey process, 
only to be exposed by later construction or other ground-disturbing activities. 

POLICY 
In the event that archaeological deposits are encountered during any construction or excavation activities, the 
activity shall stop and the YPG Cultural Resources Manager shall be notified.  Because of the potential of each 
archaeological deposit to contain Native American human remains or cultural materials, failure to report 
discovery of archaeological deposits may result in violation of NAGPRA, ARPA, and other related federal and 
state laws resulting in fines and penalties against YPG and its Commander.  If it is determined that human 
remains encountered during a project appear to be the victim of a recent crime or accidental death, the 
appropriate law enforcement authorities will be notified for further action. 

PROCEDURES 
This Standard Operating Procedure applies to any and all instances of post review discoveries, including: post 
review discovery of a cultural resource not previously identified in project review and after project approval 
and initiation; post review discovery of an effect not previously identified in project review and after project 
approval and initiation; or post review discovery of an effect willfully inflicted on identified historic property 
after project approval and initiation.  Procedures in this SOP match those in the USAG YPG Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) with the SHPO and ACHP.  In the event of a post review discovery, the CRM, under the 
authority of the Garrison Manager, can halt an undertaking until consultation under the PA has concluded. If 
the discovery is made as part of an ongoing contracting effort at YPG, the discovery must be reported 
immediately to the Contracting Officer, who has the authority to halt an undertaking. The Contracting Officer 
must notify the CRM within 24 hours.   

(1) Post review discovery of a cultural resource not previously identified in project review and after project 
approval and initiation.  In the event cultural resource(s) are discovered in the implementation of a 
previously approved undertaking, the individual making the discovery shall notify the CRM within 24 
hours.   
(a) The CRM shall ensure that all work ceases in the immediate vicinity (within an approximate 20 meter 

radius) to protect the newly identified cultural resource(s) within 48 hours of the discovery. The cease-
work area shall be marked with flags or visibility tape to clearly delineate the boundaries as 
appropriate.   

(b) The CRM shall determine if the cultural resource(s) is/are eligible to the NRHP and notify the SHPO 
of the determination via phone within 72 hours of the discovery. If the SHPO concurs on non-
eligibility of the cultural resource, USAG YPG has no further obligations under Stipulation V of the 
PA.  

(c) If the cultural resource is determined to be a historic property, in consultation with the SHPO, the 
CRM shall prepare and send a notification package to the SHPO and Tribes including a summary of 
the undertaking and how it was previously reviewed under the PA, an illustration of the cease-work 
area, a list of identified historic properties within the cease-work area, and the treatment plan to 
address effects within four days of the SHPO’s concurrence on NRHP eligibility.   
(i) The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the post review discovery; however, 

if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments, Tribes should submit comments in writing 
within two days of receipt. If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a 
second attempt to contact the Tribes for comments. USAG YPG shall take any tribal comments 
received into consideration and will notify the SHPO of any tribal concerns and the USAG YPG 
response to those concerns.   

(ii) SHPO shall provide a response to USAG YPG regarding the post review discovery within two 
days of receipt of all pertinent documentation. If no comments are received within that time, the 
CRM shall make a second attempt to contact the SHPO for comments.   
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(d) USAG YPG shall include an after action report regarding the post review discovery treatment plan in 
the Annual Report.   

(2) Post review discovery of an effect not previously identified in project review and after project approval 
and initiation.   
(a) In the event effects to historic properties are discovered in the implementation of a previously 

approved undertaking, the individual making the discovery shall notify the CRM within 24 hours.   
(b) The CRM shall ensure that all work ceases in the immediate vicinity (within an approximate 20 meter 

radius) to protect the newly identified historic properties within 48 hours of the discovery. The cease-
work area shall be marked with flags or visibility tape to clearly delineate the boundaries as 
appropriate.   

(c) The CRM shall determine if the effect is adverse and notify the SHPO of the determination via phone 
within 72 hours of the discovery. If the SHPO concurs with a no adverse effect finding, USAG YPG 
has no further obligations under Stipulation V of the PA.   

(d) If the effect is determined to be adverse, in consultation with the SHPO, the CRM shall prepare and 
send a notification package for the SHPO and Tribes including a summary of the undertaking and how 
it was previously reviewed under the PA, an illustration of the cease-work area, a list of identified 
historic properties within the cease-work area, and the treatment plan to address effects within four 
days of the discovery.   
(i) The Tribes are under no obligation to provide comments on the post review discovery; however, 

if they wish USAG YPG to consider their comments, Tribes should submit comments in writing 
within two days of receipt. If no comments are received within that time, the CRM shall make a 
second attempt to contact the Tribes for comments. USAG YPG shall take any tribal comments 
received into consideration and will notify the SHPO of any tribal concerns and the USAG YPG 
response to those concerns.   

(ii) SHPO shall provide a response to USAG YPG regarding the post review discovery within two 
days of receipt of all pertinent documentation. If no comments are received within that time, the 
CRM shall make a second attempt to contact the SHPO for comments.  

(e) USAG YPG shall include an after action report regarding the post review discovery treatment plan in 
the Annual Report of the PA.   

(3) Post review discovery of an effect willfully inflicted on identified historic property.   
(a) Violators will be directed to stop the activity and shall result in referral to the County Sheriff and/or to 

the Garrison Manager. Situations involving damage to archaeological sites will be referred to the 
proper enforcement agency via the U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command in accordance with 
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act.   

SYNOPSIS 
The following synopsis of this SOP shall be made known on all proposed actions and YPG Digging Permit 
Approval forms: 

Archaeological methods may not detect all buried cultural remains.  If archaeological materials or human 
remains are encountered during construction, the Garrison Manager (phone 928-328-3474) and the Cultural 
Resources Manager (928-328-2520) or Archaeologists (928-328-4811 or -2721) should be notified 
immediately by telephone and then in writing.  All construction activity will cease immediately within 65 feet 
(20 meters) of the discovery.  Failure to comply will be a violation of the National Historic Preservation Act, 
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act and/or the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act and other federal laws.   
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[To be provided per Stipulation III] 
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The categories of undertakings listed below have been determined by USAG YPG, the SHPO, and the 
ACHP to meet the criteria for exemption; i.e., they qualify as undertakings, but will have no effect on 
historic properties, or their potential effects will not be adverse. An undertaking of one or more of the 
types listed below will not require further Section 106 review with SHPO, so long as the undertaking is 
limited to the types listed below, and is not a part of another undertaking. In addition, if at any time in the 
course of the undertaking information becomes available that would make this procedure inapplicable, 
including but not limited to the discovery of historic properties or human remains, Section 106 review or 
NAGPRA protocol shall be initiated by USAG YPG in accordance with Stipulation V or VI of this PA. 
 
1. General Projects 

a. Removal or in-place disposal of unexploded ordnance. 
b. Disposal of ordnance in existing open burning/open detonation units. 
c. Emergency response to releases of potentially hazardous substances, pollutants, and 

contaminants that pose a threat to human health and safety. 
d. Activities required and regulated by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality under the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) or the Defense Environmental Restoration 
(Army) (DERA) program. These include background research, geophysical characterization, and 
remediation of Solid Waste Management Units (SMWUs), Military Munitions Response 
Program (MMRP) sites, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) sites. Associated activities such as installation of monitoring equipment will be 
subject to Section 106 review. 

e. Operations within current permitted landfills and borrow pits. 
f. Operations within current permitted borrow pits. 
g. Installation of stormwater sampling equipment in active washes. 
h. Continued use of small arms impact areas for small arms range activities. 
i. Continued use of dedicated impact areas for routine military weapons testing and training 

activities. 
j. Routine maintenance of existing non-historic improved or unimproved roads or tank trails where 

ground disturbance is limited to existing previously maintained road and shoulder. 
k. Routine maintenance of non-historic ditches, culverts or other rainwater conveyance structures. 
l. Studies, data collection, and monitoring for non-cultural resources purposes, provided there is no 

ground disturbance. 
m. Installation and operation of above-ground and buried utility and communication systems such 

as fiber optics, natural gas, and single pole electric lines in existing previously disturbed USAG 
YPG rights-of-way, easements, distribution systems, or facilities. 

n. Removal of dead, diseased, or damaged ornamental trees and shrubs, and trees and shrubs in the 
cantonment areas. 

o. Use of existing roads, test courses, gun positions, and test sites for routine test activities where 
operations are limited to existing facilities. 

p. Outdoor recreation programs such as hunting, in accordance with USAG YPG and Army 
regulations, and State of Arizona laws, when there will be no ground disturbance, including no 
off-road vehicle use. 

q. Treatment for insect infested plants and invasive species in areas that have been previously 
surveyed and contain no historic properties or where historic properties can be avoided. 

 
2. Historic Districts 

a. In-kind repair/replacement of existing site improvements, including, but not limited to roads, 
parking areas, fences, recreation equipment, and signs. 

b. Repair or replacement of existing water, electric, gas, sanitary, cable, and underground or 
aboveground utilities, within the previously disturbed area with no new ground disturbance. 
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c. Grounds maintenance activities associated with installing, removing, and maintaining 
landscaping (mowing, trimming, planting, and weed/pest control). 

d. Removal of animals, birds, insects, and their associated debris when no damage to historic 
materials will result. 

e. Installation of facilities to provide access to historic properties by disabled persons provided the 
alterations are architecturally compatible with the facility, are freestanding, and do not damage 
nor require removal of historic materials. 

f. Disturbance in an area less than one square meter, such as placement of fence posts. 
g. Installation of perimeter security fencing and gates provided the design is architecturally 

compatible and does not require removal of historical materials. 
h. Maintenance, removal, and replacement in kind of existing landscape and plant materials when 

keeping with the historic character when they are dead, dying, diseased (unsalvageable), and/or 
pose an imminent hazard to people or structures. 

 
3. Maintenance, Repair, Renovation, Replacement, New Construction, and Demolition 

Operations 
a. New construction of buildings and other above and below ground infrastructure and related 

activities in areas that have been previously surveyed and found to have no historic properties 
present. 

b. Maintenance, repair, and related activities on existing facilities and infrastructure not greater 
than 45 years old and on those facilities older than 45 years of age but previously determined not 
eligible for the NRHP in consultation with SHPO. 

c. Renovation of existing buildings and infrastructure not greater than 45 years old or older than 45 
years of age but previously determined not eligible for the NRHP in consultation with SHPO. 

d. Demolition of buildings and other infrastructure not greater than 45 years old or older than 45 
years of age but previously determined not eligible for the NRHP in consultation with SHPO. 

e. Maintenance, repair, or replacement of existing above-ground and buried utility and 
communication systems in previously disturbed rights-of-way, easements, or distribution 
systems, or in facilities where the structures are not greater than 45 years old or have previously 
been determined not eligible for the NRHP in consultation with SHPO. 

f. Stockpiling and staging of construction, road repair, and paving materials in surveyed areas with 
no historic properties present. 

g. Natural resources management activities in previously disturbed areas including tree plantings, 
planting and maintenance of wildlife food and shrub plots, and installation or maintenance of 
water guzzlers in previously disturbed areas, and improvement of existing dry stream crossings 
where the depth of the undertaking will not exceed the current disturbance and/or will not impact 
an intact soil layer that has the potential to contain cultural materials. 

 
4. Grounds and Land Maintenance 

a. Installation, maintenance, and repair of recreational structures and equipment in areas that have 
been previously surveyed and found to have no historic properties present. 

b. Ground disturbing activities to control, prevent, or repair soil erosion due to rain runoff in areas 
that have been previously surveyed and found to have no historic properties present. 

c. Grounds maintenance activities associated with installation, removal, and maintenance of 
landscaping (mowing, trimming, planting, rock hardening, prescribed burning, and weed/pest 
control). 

d. Routine repair and maintenance of airfields and associated equipment. 
e. Construction of improved roads and tank trails where ground disturbance is contained to existing 

USAG YPG rights-of-way or previously disturbed areas. 
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Memorandum Of Understanding between U.S. Department of 
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Appendix H 
Noise Contour Figures from the Installation Operational Noise 

Management Plan 
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Figure 4-1 YPG Small Caliber Noise Contour (.50 Caliber including Air-to-Ground) 
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Figure 4-2 YPG Large Caliber Noise Contour (Data provided) 
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Figure 4-3 YPG Large Caliber Noise Contour Off Post (Detailed Kofa area) 
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 Figure 4-4 YPG Large Caliber Noise Contour Off Post (Detailed Cibola area) 
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Figure 4-5 YPG Large Caliber Noise Contour (Double Yearly Operations)
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Figure 4-6 YPG Large Caliber Risk of Complaints Area 
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Figure 4-7 YPG Large Caliber Risk of Complaints Area (Detailed Laguna Test Area) 
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Figure 4-8 YPG Large Caliber Risk of Complaints Area (Detailed Martinez Lake Area) 
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Figure 4-9 YPG Large Caliber Risk of Complaints Area (Detailed Northern Cibola Area) 
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Appendix I 
Recommended Standard Mitigation Measures for Projects in 

Sonoran Desert Tortoise Habitat  



 

RECOMMENDED STANDARD MITIGATION MEASURES FOR PROJECTS 
IN SONORAN DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT 

 
Arizona Interagency Desert Tortoise Team 
June 2008 
 
 
The following mitigation process and measures are recommended by the Arizona Interagency Desert 
Tortoise Team (AIDTT) for proposed surface-disturbing projects located in the habitat of the 
Sonoran population of the desert tortoise, Gopherus agassizii. 
  
Mitigation for projects in the habitat of the Mojave population, located north and west of the 
Colorado River, will be addressed by project proponents, land management agencies, Arizona Game 
and Fish Department, and the Fish and Wildlife Service through consultations between the Service 
and Federal agencies in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and in the habitat 
conservation planning process for private actions. This document is a supplement to the AIDTT 
Management Plan (AIDTT 1996). 

 
Determining the Need for Mitigation 

 
Project proponents, in coordination with local land managers, Arizona Game and Fish Department, 
and Fish and Wildlife Service, must determine whether desert tortoises are present or may occur in 
areas that would be disturbed by proposed projects. Presence can often be confirmed by contacting 
biologists with the Bureau of Land Management, Arizona Game and Fish Department, or other local 
biologists that have knowledge of specific areas or access to the Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Heritage Data Management System or other data bases that list locality data for desert tortoises. 
Tortoises can be expected to occur in desert mountains, rocky areas, washes cut through caliche, and 
bajadas in desert scrub vegetation communities. Tortoises are typically absent above 4,500 feet 
elevation. Mitigation will generally not be needed above 4,500 feet. 

 
If tortoises have been found in the project area or nearby areas of similar habitat, the species can be 
presumed present and appropriate mitigation must be included in the proposed project. If presence is 
questionable, surveys by qualified biologists should be conducted. Often, casual surveys by qualified 
biologists that focus on microsites with the greatest potential for supporting tortoises can confirm the 
presence of the species. More intensive work is needed to suggest absence of tortoises. We 
recommend that these intensive surveys generally follow Fish and Wildlife Service survey protocol 
for the Mojave population (Fish and Wildlife Service 1992), except that areas with little or no 
potential for desert tortoises, such as dry lake beds and riparian areas need not be surveyed. Tortoise 
biologists conducting surveys should be familiar with the habitats and survey methods for Sonoran 
tortoises, which are in many ways different from those of the Mojave population. If the species is 
present in the project area (including the zone of influence - Fish and Wildlife Service 1992), 
mitigation should be included as a component of the project design. 



 
 Mitigation Plan 

 
Mitigation should be tailored to the nature of the proposed action, its anticipated effects, and the 
density and expected response of desert tortoises to the action. The following mitigation actions 
are grouped to assist in selection of appropriate actions for specific projects. Nevertheless, each 
project is different and development of an appropriate mitigation plan will require the input of a 
desert tortoise biologist and authorizing agencies, such as the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department and, for actions on Federal lands, the Bureau of Land Management, Forest Service, 
Bureau of Reclamation, and Department of Defense. Approval of a mitigation plan will typically 
be by an authorizing or permitting/authorizing land management agency, but only Arizona Game 
and Fish Department can authorize handling or moving tortoises. Mitigation measures suggested 
herein are recommendations to be used in developing mitigation plans for specific projects. 
Required mitigation will be developed by permitting agencies and project proponents in 
accordance with land management plans, the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan (Spang et al. 
1988), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and other applicable guidance and 
regulations. In general, more rigorous mitigation should be sought in areas supporting moderate 
to high density tortoise populations (>20 tortoises/mi ), in category 1 and 2 habitats (Spang et al. 
1988), and in Sonoran Desert Management Areas (AIDTT 1996). 

 
The first set of mitigation measures are presented as a generic mitigation outline. Within the 
outline, measures are listed in the general order and priority in which they should be applied to 
project proposals. This step-down process is in accordance with NEPA regulations and Fish and 
Wildlife Service mitigation policy. A second set of measures follow the outline and consist of 
project-specific mitigation recommendations. These and/or other measures developed during 
project planning should be added to the generic mitigation outline as appropriate. A good source 
of ideas for mitigation measures is the biological analysis for the proposed Eagle Mountain 
Landfill (Circle Mountain Biological Consultants 1996), in which the author summarizes 
mitigation measures used as terms and conditions in biological opinions for the Mojave 
population of the desert tortoise. 

 
Some of the following recommended measures are defined fairly specifically; others provide 
more general guidance to be considered in the process of developing a project mitigation plan. 
As these measures are adapted for inclusion into a mitigation plan, replace "should" with "shall" 
to indicate that they are mandatory stipulations. 

 
Generic Mitigation Plan For Projects in Desert Tortoise Habitat: 

 
Priority 1: Avoid the Impacts 

 
To the extent possible, project features should be located in previously disturbed 
areas or outside of desert tortoise habitat.  

If impacts to desert tortoises or their habitat can not be avoided, then: 



 
 Priority 2: Minimize the Impacts 

 
A. Scheduling Activities to Reduce Potential Adverse Effects: 

 
To the extent possible, project activities should be scheduled when tortoises are 
inactive (typically November 1 to March 1). 

 
B. Information and Education of Project Personnel: 

 
A desert tortoise protection education program should be presented to all employees, 
inspectors, supervisors, contractors, and subcontractors who carry out proposed 
activities at the project site. The education program should include discussions of the 
following: 

 
1. The legal and sensitive status of the tortoise; 
2. a brief discussion of tortoise life history and ecology; 
3. mitigation measures designed to reduce adverse effects to tortoises;  
4. and protocols to follow if a tortoise is encountered, including appropriate 
contact points. 

 
C. Designation of a Desert Tortoise Coordinator: 

 
The project proponent should designate a desert tortoise coordinator (DTC) who 
should be responsible for overseeing compliance with the mitigation program, 
coordination with permitting agencies, land managers, and Arizona Game and Fish 
Department; and as a contact point for personnel that encounter desert tortoises. The 
DTC should be on site during project activities and should be familiar with and have 
a copy of the desert tortoise mitigation plan. 

 
D. Removal of Harm to Desert Tortoises on Project Sites: 

 
If a tortoise is found in a project area, activities should be modified to avoid injuring 
or harming it. If activities cannot be modified, tortoises in harm's way should be 
moved in accordance with Arizona Game and Fish Department's "Guidelines for 
Handling Sonoran Desert Tortoises Encountered on Development Projects", revised 
October 23, 2007 (or the latest revision). Take, possession, or harassment of a desert 
tortoise is prohibited by State law, unless specifically authorized by Arizona Game 
and Fish Department. 

 
E. Minimization of Project Footprint: 

 
1. Vehicle use should be limited to existing or designated routes to the extent 
possible. 



 
 2. Areas of new construction or disturbance should be flagged or marked on the 

ground prior to construction. All construction workers should strictly limit their 
activities and vehicles to areas that have been marked. Construction personnel should 
be trained to recognize markers and understand the equipment movement restrictions 
involved. 

 
F. Limitation of Habitat Disturbance within the Project Footprint: 

 
1. Blading of new access or work areas should be minimized to the extent possible. 
Disturbance to shrubs should be avoided if possible. If shrubs cannot be avoided 
during equipment operation or vehicle use, wherever possible they should be crushed 
rather excavated or bladed and removed. 

 
2. Project features that might trap or entangle desert tortoises, such as open trenches, 
pits, open pipes, etc should be covered or modified to prevent entrapment. [This may 
only be necessary during the tortoise active season and may be unnecessary if an 
on-site biologist is monitoring activities - see "Suggested Mitigation Measures for 
Projects Conducted During the Tortoise Activity Period... "below.] 

 
G. Preventing Attraction of Predators or Enhancement of Predator Populations: 

 
Construction sites should be maintained in a sanitary condition at all times. The 
project proponent should be responsible for controlling and limiting litter, trash, and 
garbage by immediately placing refuse in predator-proof, sealable receptacles. Trash 
and debris should be removed when construction is complete. 

 
Priority 3: Rectify the Impacts 

 
A. Removal of Hazards: 

 
After completion of the project, trenches, pits, and other features in which tortoises 
could be entrapped or entangled, should be filled in, covered, or otherwise modified 
so they are no longer a hazard to desert tortoises. 

 
B. Habitat Restoration: 

 
After project completion, measures should be taken to facilitate restoration. 
Restoration techniques should be tailored to the characteristics of the site and the 
nature of project impacts identified in the mitigation plan as developed by project 
biologists, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and permitting State and Federal 
agencies. Techniques may include removal of equipment and debris, recontouring, 
replacing boulders that were moved during construction; and seeding, planting, 
transplanting of cacti and yuccas, etc. Only native plant species, preferably from a 
source on or near the project area, should be used in restoration. 



 
 Priority 4.- Reduce or Eliminate the Impacts over Time, and Provide Guidance and Information 

for Improving Future Mitigation Plans 
 

Monitoring and Reporting Requirements: 
 

The project proponent should submit a monitoring report to the Arizona Game and 
Fish Department and any permitting State or Federal agency within 90 days of 
project completion. For long-term or ongoing projects that may result in continuing 
impacts to tortoises and habitat, annual monitoring reports should be prepared. 
Monitoring reports should briefly document the effectiveness of the desert tortoise 
mitigation measures, actual acreage of desert tortoise habitat disturbed, the number of 
desert tortoises excavated from burrows, the number of desert tortoises moved from 
construction sites, and other applicable information on individual desert tortoise 
encounters. The report should make recommendations for modifying or refining the 
mitigation program to enhance desert tortoise protection and reduce needless 
hardship on the project proponents. 

 
Priority 5: Compensate for Residual Impacts 

 
In accordance with "Compensation for the Desert Tortoise" (Desert Tortoise 
Compensation Team 1991), signed by Desert Tortoise Management Oversight 
Group, authorizing agencies should require compensation for residual impacts to 
desert tortoise habitat. 

 
 
The following mitigation measures are designed for specific project types or conditions. Most act to 
minimize project impacts (priority 2 measures). 

 
For Projects Involving Hazardous Materials: 

 
Oil, fuel, pesticides, and other hazardous material spills should be cleaned up and properly 
disposed of as soon as they occur in accordance with applicable State and Federal 
regulations. All hazardous material spills must be reported promptly to the appropriate 
surface management agencies and hazardous materials management authorities. 

 
For Projects Conducted During the Tortoise Activity Period (typically March 1 to November 1) 

 
1. Construction and operation activities should be monitored by a qualified desert tortoise 
biologist. The biologist should be present during all activities in which encounters with 
tortoises may occur. The biologist should watch for tortoises wandering into construction 
areas, check under vehicles, check at least three times per day any excavations that might 



 
 trap tortoises, and conduct other activities necessary to ensure that death and injury of 

tortoises is minimized. This measure may only be warranted in areas of moderate to high 
tortoise density, category 1 or 2 habitat, or in Sonoran Desert Management Areas. 

 
2. Unleashed dogs should be prohibited in project areas. 

 
3. Temporary fencing, such as chicken wire, snow fencing, chain link, and other suitable 
materials should be used in designated areas to reduce encounters with tortoises on 
short-term projects, such as construction of power lines, burial of fiber optic cables, etc, 
where encounters with tortoises are likely. 

 
For Long-term or Permanent Projects in Which Continued Encounters with Desert Tortoises 
Are Expected: 

 
Construction of schools, factories, power plants, office buildings, and other permanent or 
long-term projects in moderate to high density desert tortoise habitat should be enclosed 
with desert tortoise barrier fencing to prevent tortoises from wandering onto the project 
site where they may be subject to collection, death, or injury. Barrier fencing should 
consist of wire mesh with a maximum mesh size of 1inch (horizontal) by 2-inch (vertical) 
fastened securely to posts. The wire mesh should extend at least 18 inches above the 
ground and preferably 12 inches below the surface of the ground. Where burial is not 
possible, the lower 12 inches should be folded outward, away from the enclosed site, and 
fastened to the ground so as to prevent tortoise entry. Any gates or gaps in the fence 
should be constructed and operated to prevent desert tortoise entry (such as installing 
"tortoise guards" similar to cattle guards, and/or keeping gates closed). Specific measures 
for tortoise-proofing gates and gaps should be addressed project by project. Fencing is a 
relatively expensive mitigation measure and may only be appropriate in areas of 
moderate to high tortoise density, category I or 2 habitats, or Sonoran Desert 
Management Areas. 

 
For Projects in Which Encounters Between Vehicles and Tortoises are Likely: 

 
In desert tortoise habitat project-related vehicles should not exceed 25 miles per hour on 
unpaved roads. 

 
For Road and Railroad Construction or Improvements in Desert Tortoise Habitat: 

 
1. New paved roads and highways or major modifications of existing roads through 
desert tortoise habitat should be fenced with desert tortoise barrier fencing (described 
above). Culverts, to allow safe passage of tortoises, should be constructed approximately 
every mile of new paved roads and railroads (culverts can also serve the more typical 
purpose of conducting water under roads and railroads). The culvert diameter needed to 
encourage tortoise use is correlated with culvert length, but generally short culverts of 
large diameter are most likely to be used. Culvert design should be coordinated with 



 

Arizona Game and Fish Department and authorizing State and Federal agencies. The floor of 
the culvert should be covered with dirt and maintenance should be performed as necessary to 
maintain an open corridor for tortoise movement. Fencing and culverts may only be 
warranted in areas of moderate to high tortoise densities, category 1 or 2 habitats, or in 
Sonoran Desert Management Areas. 

 
2. Use of roads constructed for specific non-public purposes, such as access routes to 
microwave towers, should be limited to administrative use only. 

 
3. Temporary access routes created during project construction should be modified as 
necessary to prevent further use. Closure of access routes could be achieved by ripping, 
barricading, posting the route as closed, and/or seeding and planting with native plants. 
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Appendix J 
Sensitive Species Tracked by State of Arizona with Potential to 

Occur in Yuma and La Paz Counties 



Table J-1 
Sensitive Species not Protected Under the Endangered Species Act Known to Occur in Yuma and LaPaz Counties, Arizona 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Habitat and Potential of Occurrence 

Arizona Chuckwalla 
a Sauromalus ater 

(Arizona 
Population)   

SC, BLM-S, Near cliffs, boulders, rocky slopes, rocky desert, 
lava flows, hillsides, and outcrops with creosote.  
Occurs nearby along north side of Gila River 
near Muggins Peak, but nearby populations 
limited to the Colorado and Gila rivers.  Species 
would not be impacted by the proposed action 
and is not further discussed.   

Arizona Toad b Anaxyrus 
microscaphus 

SC, BLM-S, USFS-S Rocky streams and canyons in the pine-oak belt 
and lower deserts with upland desert and 
evergreen woodland vegetation.  Not known to 
occur and unlikely to occur within the Proposed 
Action area.  Nearest location is the Bill Williams 
River in LaPaz County. Species is unlikely to be 
impacted and is not further discussed.  

Bald Eagle c 
(Winter Population)

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 
(wintering pop.) 

SC, BLM-S, USFS-
S, WSC 

Large trees or cliffs near water (reservoirs, 
rivers, and streams) with abundant prey.  
Known to occur along Colorado and Gila rivers.  
Could incidentally occur on YPG, but would not 
occur within the Proposed Action Area. Species 
would not be impacted and is not further 
discussed. 

Banded Gila 
Monster a  

Heloderma 
suspectum cinctum  

SC Primarily Sonoran Desert and extreme western 
edge of Mohave Desert in undulating rocky 
foothills, bajadas, and canyons.  Known to 
occur nearby in the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge and south of Gila River.  Species is 
discussed.   

Blue Sand Lily d  Triteleiopsis 
palmeri 

BLM-S, SR Sandy areas (dunes) in low desert.  Nearest 
occurrence is in Yuma County south of the Gila 
River and east of the City of Yuma. Species is 
unlikely to be impacted and is not further 
discussed. 

Cactus Ferruginous 
Pygmy-owl c

Glaucidium 
brasilianum 
cactorum 

SC, BLM-S, USFS-
S, WSC 

Along streams with cottonwoods and willows 
adjacent to mesquite bisques, generally with 
saguaros nearby.  Sometimes along dry washes 
with large mesquite, paloverde, ironwood, and 
saguaro. Nearest known occurrence is in south 
central Yuma County near the Mexico border.  
Not known to occur and unlikely to occur within 
the Proposed Action area. Species is unlikely to 
be impacted and is not further discussed.   

California Black 
Rail c

Laterallus 
jamaicensis 
coturniculus 

SC, BLM-S, WSC Mainly tidal salt marshes and also brackish and 
fresh-water marshes.  Known to occur nearby 
along the Colorado River in Yuma County.  
Could incidentally occur on YPG, but would not 
occur within the Proposed Action Area. Species 
would not be impacted and is not further 
discussed. 



Table J-1 
Sensitive Species not Protected Under the Endangered Species Act Known to Occur in Yuma and LaPaz Counties, Arizona 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Habitat and Potential of Occurrence 

California Fan Palm 
e Washingtonia 

filifera 
SR Desert oases in Sonoran and Mojave deserts at 

elevations between 500 and 1,000 feet.  
Suitable habitat is not present on YPG and 
species would not occur, Species would not be 
impacted and is not further discussed.  

California Leaf-
nosed Bat f

Macrotus 
californicus 

SC, BLM-S, USFS-
S, WSC 

Sonoran desert scrub in summer and winter.  
Roosts in mines, caves, and rock shelters.  
Species occurs on YPG and is discussed. 

Cave Myotis f  Myotis velifer  SC Desert scrub of creosote, brittlebush, palo 
verde, and cacti.  Roosts in caves, tunnels, and 
mineshafts, and sometimes bridges and 
buildings.  Species occurs on YPG and is 
discussed.   

Clark's Grebe c Aechmophorus 
clarkii 

BLM-S, USFS-S, 
WSC 

YPG is not within the range of this species.  
Nearest known occurrence is at the border of 
LaPaz and Mojave counties.  Species would not 
be impacted and is not further discussed. 

Clustered Barrel 
Cactus d

Echinocactus 
polycephalus var. 
polycephalus 

SR Rocky flats, washes, bajadas, rock ledges, and 
rocky, gravely slopes in the driest parts of the 
Sonoran and Mojave deserts.  Known to occur 
south of the Gila River in Yuma County. Species 
is unlikely to occur on YPG.  Species is unlikely 
to be impacted and not further discussed.   

Desert Barrel 
Cactus d  

Ferocactus 
cylindraceus 

SR Gravelly or rocky hillsides, canyon walls, alluvial 
fans, and wash margins in the Mohave and 
Sonoran deserts, on igneous and limestone 
substrates.  YPG is within the range of the 
species and suitable habitat is present. Species 
is discussed.  

Desert Rosy Boa a   Lichanura trivirgata 
gracia  

SC, BLM-S Rocky areas with desert scrub in desert ranges, 
especially in canyons with permanent or 
intermittent streams with cotton-wood or pine-
oak riparian communities. Known to occur near 
the border of YPG in the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge.  Species is discussed  

Dune Spurged Euphorbia 
platysperma 

SC Sandy soils in dune habitats.  Not known to 
occur on or near YPG.  Nearest known 
occurrence is along the Mexico border in 
southwest Yuma County. Species is unlikely to 
occur on YPG.  Species is unlikely to be 
impacted and not further discussed. 

Dune Sunflower d Helianthus niveus 
ssp. tephrodes   

SC Sand dunes or sandy flats of the Algodone 
Dunes.  Not known to occur on YPG, but does 
occur nearby in the City of Yuma area.  Species 
is unlikely occur on YPG. Species is unlikely to 
be impacted and is not further discussed.   



Table J-1 
Sensitive Species not Protected Under the Endangered Species Act Known to Occur in Yuma and LaPaz Counties, Arizona 
Yuma Proving Ground 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Habitat and Potential of Occurrence 

Gander's 
Cryptantha d

Cryptantha ganderi  SC Sandy soil in desert dunes and Sonoran desert 
scrub.  Nearest known occurrence is in 
southeast Yuma County on the Mexico border.  
Unlikely to occur on YPG.  Species is unlikely to 
be impacted and not further discussed. 

Great Egret c Ardea alba BLM-S, WSC Marshes, swampy woods, tidal estuaries, 
lagoons, streams, lakes, rivers and ponds; also 
in fields and meadows.  Known to occur along 
the Colorado River.  Could incidentally occur on 
YPG, but would not occur within the Proposed 
Action Area. Species would not be impacted 
and is not further discussed. 

Greater Western 
Bonneted Bat f

Eumops perotis 
californicus   

SC, BLM-S, USFS-S Lower and upper Sonoran desert scrub near 
cliffs, preferring rugged rocky canyons with 
abundant crevices. Not known to occur on YPG. 
Nearby occurrences include the Colorado River 
in LaPaz County and near the south Yuma 
County border.  Could incidentally occur on 
YPG, but would not occur within the Proposed 
Action Area. Species would not be impacted 
and is not further discussed. 

Kearney Sumac d Rhus kearneyi BLM-S, SR Arid slopes, along canyons and drainages.  
Nearest known occurrence is in Yuma County 
south of Gila River and east of the City of Yuma.  
Unlikely to occur on YPG.  Species is unlikely to 
be impacted and is not further discussed.  

Kofa Mt Barberry d Berberis 
harrisoniana 

BLM-S Bottoms of deep, shady, rocky canyons.  Known 
to occur nearby in the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge.  Extensive surveys have been 
conducted on YPG and none has been found. 
Species is unlikely to be impacted and is briefly 
discussed.  

Least Bittern c Ixobrychus exilis BLM-S, WSC Freshwater and brackish marshes with aquatic 
vegetation.  Known to occur in the nearby 
Colorado River of Yuma and LaPaz County.  
Could incidentally occur on YPG, but would not 
occur within the Proposed Action Area. Species 
would not be impacted and is not further 
discussed.  

Loggerhead Shrike 
c 

Lanius ludovicianus SC Open country with scattered trees and shrubs, 
savanna, desert scrub, and occasionally open 
woodland.  Often observed on poles, wires, or 
fence posts.  Resident species on YPG and 
commonly winters in the Lower Sonoran Zone. 
Species is discussed. 



Table J-1 
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Common Name Scientific Name Status Habitat and Potential of Occurrence 

Lowland Leopard 
Frog b

Rana yavapaiensis SC, BLM-S, USFS-
S, WSC 

Aquatic systems in desert grasslands to pinyon-
juniper.  Absent from the Colorado River 
watershed. Not known to occur and unlikely to 
occur within the Proposed Action area. Species 
is unlikely to be impacted and is not further 
discussed. 

Mohave Fringe-
toed Lizard a   

Uma scoparia  BLM-S, WSC Fine, windblown sands and dunes, flats, 
riverbanks, and washes of very arid desert with 
low growing vegetation.  Generally within 
creosote scrub desert habitat.  Occurs on YPG, 
but limited to sand dune complex in northwest 
Cibola Region.  Speices is discussed. 

Pale Townsend's 
Big-eared Bat f

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 
pallescens 

SC, BLM-S, USFS-S Day roosts include caves and mines from desert 
scrub up to woodlands and coniferous forests. 
Night roosts in abandoned buildings often. 
Hibernate in winter in cold caves, lava tubes, 
and mines mostly in uplands and mountains.  
Known to occur on YPG near the Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge.  Species is discussed. 

Parish Onion d Allium parishii BLM-S, SR Open rocky and sandy slopes in the Mojave 
Desert and desert mountain ranges.  Known to 
occur near YPG in the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge.  Species could occur on YPG and is 
discussed.  

Pocketed Free-
tailed Bat f

Nyctinomops 
femorosaccus  

USFS-S Desert scrub and arid lowland habitats in 
southern Arizona, roosting in crevices high on 
cliff faces in rugged canyons.  Known to occur 
in the YPG area and could occur on YPG. 
Species is discussed.  

Sand Food d Pholisma sonorae SC, BLM-S, HS Drifting sandy soil and other sandy areas in low 
desert.  Nearest known occurrence is in south 
Yuma County near the Mexico border in the 
Yuma Desert.  Unlikely to occur on YPG. 
Species unlikely to be impacted and is not 
further discussed.   

Scaly Sandplant d  Pholisma 
arenarium  

BLM-S, HS Not known to occur on or near YPG.  Nearest 
known location is in north LaPaz County north 
of I-10.  This species would not be impacted by 
and is not further discussed.   

Schott Wire Lettuce 
d Stephanomeria 

schottii   
BLM-S Semi-stabilized sand dunes with creosote, white 

bursage, big galleta grass, and other 
wildflowers.  Not known to occur on YPG.  
Nearest known occurrence is south of Gila River 
and east of the City of Yuma area.  Unlikely to 
occur on YPG due to lack of habitat.  Species is 
unlikely to be impacted and is not further 
discussed. 
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Senita d Lophocereus 
schottii 

SR Occurs around washes on sandy and gravelly 
soils. Suitable habitat is present on YPG  
Species is not discussed.   

Snowy Egret c Egretta thula BLM-S Marshes, lakes, ponds, lagoons, mangroves, 
and shallow coastal habitats.  Known to occur 
along the Colorado River drainage in south 
Yuma County.  Could incidentally occur on 
YPG, but would not occur within the Proposed 
Action Area. Species would not be impacted 
and is not further discussed. 

Spotted Bat f Euderma 
maculatum  

SC, BLM-S, USFS-
S, WSC 

Varied but most often in dry, rough desert scrub, 
from low to high desert, and riparian habitats.  
Known to occur nearby in central Yuma County 
just below the Gila River.  Could occur on YPG. 
Species is discussed. 

Straw-top Cholla d  Opuntia 
echinocarpa  

SR Driest parts of Sonoran and Mohave deserts, 
often in creosote bush scrub habitats. Suitable 
habitat is present at YPG. Species is discussed. 

Varied Fishhook 
Cactus h   

Mammillaria 
viridiflora 

SR Grows under grasses or brushes in sandy 
granitic soils of high hills and mountainsides in 
oak woodland and at edge of forest.  Species 
could occur on YPG, but would be unlikely.  
Species would not be impacted by proposed 
action.   

Western Burrowing 
Owl c  

Athene cunicularia 
hypugaea   

SC, BLM-S, USFS-S Open, well-drained grasslands, steppes, 
deserts, prairies, and agricultural lands.  Known 
to occur on YPG, along the lower Colorado 
River Valley and Gila River Valley,and the area 
around the City of Yuma.  Species is discussed. 

Western Red Bat f Lasiurus blossevillii BLM-S, USFS-S, 
WSC 

Not known to occur on or nearby YPG. Nearest 
known location along Bill Williams River in 
LaPaz County.  Species would not be impacted 
by proposed action and is not further discussed.  

Western Yellow Bat 
f 

Lasiurus xanthinus  BLM-S, USFS-S, 
WSC 

May roost in leafy vegetation, including palm 
trees.  Low-to-mid elevation riparian 
communities with broad-leaved deciduous trees.  
Observed once on YPG in the Muggins 
Mountains. Could incidentally occur on YPG, 
but would not occur within the Proposed Action 
Area. Species would not be impacted and is not 
further discussed.    

White-faced Ibis c Plegadis chihi  SC, USFS-S Freshwater marshes, swamps, ponds, and 
rivers.  Known to occur nearby along the 
Colorado River in south LaPaz County.  Could 
incidentally occur on YPG, but would not occur 
within the Proposed Action Area. Species would 
not be impacted and is not further discussed. 
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Yuma Desert 
Fringe-toed Lizard a

Uma rufopunctata  SC, BLM-S, WSC Sparsely vegetated fine, windblown sand 
dunes, flats, riverbanks and washes of very arid 
desert.  Nearest known occurrence is south of 
the Gila River in central Yuma County and in the 
City of Yuma area, mainly associated with 
Yuma dune system.  Unlikely species would 
occur on YPG.  Species is unlikely to be 
impacted and is not further discussed. 

Yuma Hispid Cotton 
Rat f

Sigmodon hispidus 
eremicus   

SC Dense grassy areas, fields, brushy or weedy 
areas with cattails along Colorado River, 
streams, ponds, irrigated fields, and desert 
scrub.  Known to occur nearby YPG along the 
Colorado River in Yuma County.  Unlikely 
species would occur on YPG due to lack of 
suitable habitat.  Species is unlikely to be 
impacted and not further discussed. 

Yuma Myotis f Myotis yumanensis SC Wide variety of upland and lowland habitats, 
including riparian, desert scrub, moist 
woodlands, and forests.  Prefer cliffs and rocky 
walls near water.  Not known to occur on YPG, 
but does occur nearby along the Colorado River 
in Yuma County.  Could incidentally occur on 
YPG, but would not occur within the Proposed 
Action Area. Species would not be impacted 
and is not further discussed. 

iNotes:  SC – Federal Species of Concern, LE (XN) – Federally Endangered (Experimental Nonessential Population), 
BLM-S – Bureau of Land Management Sensitive, USFS-S U.S. Forest Service Senstive,  
Sources:  Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD), 2010c; aAGFD, 2011e; bAGFD, 2011e; cAGFD, 2011d; 
dAGFD, 2011c; eTetra Tech, 2009; fAGFD, 2011b; gAGFD, 2011f;  hNatureserver, 2011 
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